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SENATE-Monday, June 3, 1974 
The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND) . 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Ever-present and ever-gracious God, 
touch our hearts with the warmth of 
Thy love and our minds with the wonder 
of Thy wisdom. Enlarge our human 
powers with the strength which comes 
from Thee. Infuse our lives with the 
qualities of character which fit us for 
the times in which we live. May we see 
beyond the baffling and bewildering 
events of the times, the mysterious but 
certain movement of Thy spirit and the 
unfoldment of Thy coming kingdom. 
Spare us from the cynicism and skepti
cism which clouds the holy vision of a 
better nation and a better world. As we 
pray for all in this Chamber so we pray 
for all leaders of our Government that 
they may honor their office by service 
pleasing to Thee. 

We pray in the name of our Lord and 
Master. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Friday, May 31, 1974, be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the call of 
the legislative calendar, under rules VII 
and VIII, be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMl\llTI'EE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask una.nimous consent that all com
mittees may be authorized to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTION AT 
U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 206. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

S.J. Res. 206, authorizing the Secretary of 
the Army to receive for instruction at the U.S. 
Military Academy one citizen of the King
dom of Laos. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 
-There being no objection, the joint 

resolution was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Amertca 
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of 
the Army is authorized to permit within 
eighteen months after the date of enact
ment of this joint resolution, one person, who 
is a citizen of the Kingdom of Laos, to re
ceive instruction at the United States Mili
tary Academy, but the United States shall 
not be subject to any expense on account of 
such instruction. 

SEC. 2. Except as may be otherwise deter
mined by the Secretary of the Army, the said 
person shall, as a condition to receiving in
struction under the provisions of this joint 
resolution, agree to be subject to the same 
rules and regulations governing admission, 
attendance, discipline, resignation, discharge, 
dismissal, and graduation, as cadets at the 
United States Mllitary Academy appointed 
from the United States, but he shall not be 
entitled to appointment to any office or posi
tion in the Armed Forces of the United States 
by reason of his graduation from the Uiiited 
States M111tary Academy, or subject to an 
oath of allegiance to the United States of 
America. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

distinguished minority leader is recog
nized. 

A SENATOR'S SOLILOQUY 
Mr. HUGH SCOT!'. Mr. President, it is 

a nice Monday and no one is here. This 
is normally an excellent time for Sena
tors to speak because they can avoid 
colloquy, disagreement, disapproval, dis
sent, or even debate. In these ideal situa
tions, one would normally expound on 
the world situation at length, assuming 
a great deal of expertise and otherwise 
entertaining those present; namely, him
self and the Presiding Officer. 

But this is too good a Monday to throw 
it away on this kind of exercise. So, 
tempted as we all are by the sound of our 
own voices, I will, nevertheless, desist 
and yield back the remainder of my time. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS) is 
now recognized for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

HOW ABOUT TAXES? 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, how 

about taxes? Income taxes, that is. What 
is the level of our income tax burdens 
and is this the time to cut taxes? 

I have secured from the Treasury De
partment the amount of income taxes 
which were paid by an individual with 
a spouse and two children on earned 
income in various amounts for the year 
1963 and for the year 1973. The table is 
as follows: 

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX LIABILITY OF A MARRIED COUPLE 
WITH 2 DEPENDENTS, COMPARISON OF 1963 ANO 1973 
LAW 

Earned income 

$3,000 _____ ----- - ------ -- -- --
$4,000 _____ - ---- -- - ------ --- -
$5,000 ____ -- -- ------ -- -- --- --
$6,000 ____ ----- -- -- --- --- - -- -
$7,000 ___ --- -- --- - --- --- -- -- -
$8,000 ____ ----- - ---- --- --- -- -
$9,000 ____ -- -- -- -- --- -- ------
$10,000 ___ -- - - -- - -- ----------
$15,000 ___ -- - --- -- -- -- - -- -- --
$20,000 ___ --- -- ---- -- __ ; _ -- --
$25,000 ___ -- -- -- -- -- --- -- --- -
$50,000 ___ - ---- - --- - --- - -----
$100,000 ____ -- --- -- ------- ---

1963 tax 

$30 
200 
370 
540 
710 
888 

1, 075 
1, 262 
2, 291 
3, 500 
4, 889 

14, 576 
41,274 

1973 tax 

0 
0 

$98 
245 
402 
569 
744 
905 

1, 765 
2, 760 
3, 890 

11, 915 
33, 060 

The Congress over the past 10 years 
has reduced income taxes on the money 
the American people earn, but the Fed
eral Government has had to borrow the 
money to pay for these tax reductions. 
The costs of government have not been 
reduced. The national debt was increased 
in order to lower taxes. The Congress has 
done this-has forced it onto the Nation. 

I am for reducing taxes, but only if 
Government expenditures are reduced to 
the point that the budget is balanced 
and we have a surplus. Then, part of that 
sW1>lus should be applied to the national 
debt and a sizable part of it should be
come a tax reduction for our people. To 
reduce taxes by increasing the national 
debt, in the absence of some extreme and 
grave national emergency, is not only a 
deception, but a cruel deception. The 
key to relief for the American economy 
and the American taxpayers is reduced 
spending. 

Just where does our money go? There 
is an official Government publication 
called "The United States Budget in 
Brief." The inside cover page has a chart 
which clearly sets forth what happens to 
your tax dollar. Here is where it goes: 
Benefit payments to individuals ______ $0. 37 
Grants or payments to Startes and 

localities ------------------------- .17 
National defense____________________ . 29 
Interest on the national debt_________ . 07 
All other Federal operations__________ . 10 

Total-------------------------- 1.00 

"All other Federal operations" in
cludes many programs. This 10 cents of 
each tax dollar pays for many programs 
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including the total cost of salaries, staffs, 
travel, and allowances for running Con
gress, the Supreme Court, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, public works 
projects, the Office of the President, the 
Interior Department, the Agriculture De
partment, the Commerce Department, 
the Library of Congress, the Government 
Printing Office, and many other im
portant functions of Government. They 
are paid with 10 cents out of the tax 
dollar. 

A study of these figures as to where our 
money goes is most interesting. General 
Government-that is, all these operations 
I have talked about-including the cost 
of defending our beloved country, ac
counts for 39 cents out of every tax dol
lar. Our deficit spending of the past has 
placed on us an interest burden that 
takes 7 cents out of every tax dollar, and 
when we add to this the payments of cash 
to individuals and to States and localities 
under programs voted by Congress, 
largely over the last two or three decades, 
we arrive at a total of 61 cents of the tax 
dollar. These 61 cents, with the exception 
of that part of the interest load due to 
war, is the cost of the welfare state. The 
proponents of the welfare state have 
done something for the American people. 
I make no harsh criticism of persons who 
favor more Government programs than 
I do, but I say let us pay for them as we 
go. 

Mr. President, what is the major eco
nomic problem that our country faces? 
The unanimous verdict is that it is in
flation. Costs of every description are 
soaring. Families can not make ends 
meet. Life insurance has less and less 
value. Homes become so expensive that 
they are difficult to acquire from earn
ings. 

Government causes inflation, and Gov
ernment, perhaps, is the biggest victim 
of inflation. When inflation is rampant, 
all Government expenditures, whether 
they be for paying retirement benefits, 
building highways, paying wages, defend
ing the country, paying medical bills, 
and all else, likewise soar. It is a vicious 
cycle. 

The major cause of inflation is defi
cit spending and the resulting mounting 
national debt. The 1974 fiscal year will 
end on July 1. It is expected that our 
deficit will be $4.7 billion, and $9.4 bil
lion in 1975. Our deficits over the past 
5 years ha v~ been as follows: 

(In billions I 
1970 ------------------------------ $2.8 
1971 ------------------------------ 23.0 
1972 ------------------------------ 23.2 
1973 ------------------------------ 14.3 
1974 (estimated)------------------ 4. 7 

Politicians and office holders may 
theorize concerning the causes of infla
tion, and they may advance such non
sense as a full employment budget, but 
the fact remains that as deficit spending 
goes, so goes inflation. 

How can we have a balanced budget? 
Resolutions and speeches will not do it. 
Promises will not bring it about. Even 
budget reform measures such as Con
gress passed recently will not bring about 
a balanced budget. Sporadic slashing of 
a number of items in the budget which 
cannot be justified should be done, but 

it is not adequate to scratch the surface 
toward a balanced budget. Claims of tax 
reform will not balance the budget. Con
gress should continuously work toward 
tax reform to do justice to every tax
payer. If some individuals or groups are 
not paying their just share, it should be 
corrected; but to advance the idea that 
if certain "others" were required to pay 
what they should pay, there would be 
ample money to pay for all the spending 
which has been voted and promised is 
not in accord with the facts. 

If all of these other proposals for a 
balanced budget have failed, how can 
we have a balanced budget? I am con
vinced there is only one way to do it. 
We need a constitutional provision that 
compels the Government to live within 
its means. A mere prohibition in the 
Constitution is not the answer. If our 
Constitution were amended merely to 
require that if there were no money in 
the Treasury there could be no expen
ditures, we would find it unworkable. For 
instance, if all the money is gone and 
there are 2 months yet to go in the year, 
should we stop all Government? Or, 
should we stop paying benefits to in
dividuals? Or, should we close veterans' 
hospitals? Or should the Government 
stop all payments? 

My proposal, Senate Joint Resolution 
142, for a constitutional amendment, 
would impose a mandatory autcmatic 
surtax every year in order to bring about 
a balanced budget. It would work auto
matically. It would be beyond the reach 
of the politicians to thwart. Politicians 
and officeholders never oppose a balanced 
budget. They just say it is a good idea, 
but not now. 

A surtax is a percentage tax on the 
regular tax. For example, if a 3-percent 
or a 5-percent or a 10-percent surtax 
were needed to balance the budget, every 
taxpayer would figure his or her tax in 
the ordinary way and increase it by the 
needed percentage. 

The proposal would require the Presi
dent to submit a balanced budget. If the 
President recommended a greater 
amount of expenditures than the esti
mated tax receipts, he would be re
quired to determine the amount of the 
deficit and figure the rate of surtax 
needed in order to bring the budget in 
balance. This would be transmitted to 
Congress as part of his budget message. 

Congress rightfully is in control of the 
taxing power. That control by Congress 
is not disturbed. Congress would still 
have full power to determine the level of 
spending and the level of taxation. 

If the President submitted a budget 
that included p, surtax in order to put 
it in balance, Congress could do several 
things: Congress could lower expendi
tures so a surtax would not be required; 
Congress could, if it chose, impose some 
other kind of tax in order to prevent a 
deficit, and thus the surtax would not 
be needed; Congress could work its will 
on expenditures; Congress might in
increase expenditures, in which case it 
would have to increase tax revenues, or a 
surtax would automatically be imposed. 

This constitutional amendment fur
ther provides that at appropriatt times 
during the year the Speaker of the House 

of Representatives would be required 
to determine the level of spending which 
Congress had voted and make an esti
mate of the expected revenues; and if the 
expenditures exceeded the estimated 
revenue receipts, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives would be re
quired to calculate the amount of surtax 
needed to put the budget in balance. If 
Congress did not reduce expenditures or 
impose other taxes, this surtax would 
automatically be imposed and collected. 

It might well be asked, "What should 
the country do if war is declared or a 
nationwide grave economic emergency 
should be upon us?" My proposal carries 
a provision that would permit Congress 
under such circumstances to set aside 
the provisions for a mandatory balanced 
budget for a year, upon a three-fourths 
vote of both Houses of Congress. 

If a war or great emergency lasted 
more than a year, the set-aside provision 
could be continued but there would have 
to be a vote upon the question every year. 
If our country faced such a serious sit
uation, I am convinced that the three
fourths vote of each House of Congress 
could be obtained. 

To some it might seem strange that a 
conservative Senator from the State of 
Nebraska would propose a constitutional 
amendment that could result in higher 
taxes. The answer is twofold. First, if 
we are to have high spending, taxes must 
be high. Second, I believe that if the Con
gress and the President are faced with 
the question of reducing expenditures or 
collecting the necessary taxes, they will 
reduce expenditures. I believe that the 
adoption of my proposal will result in 
less expenditures and, in turn, less taxes. 

Mr. President, the way the situation is 
now, Congress votes for more and more 
expenditures. Congress does not face up 
to the situation and levy the necessary 
taxes. The deficits, the debts go on and 
on. Senators rise in this Chamber and 
offer proposals to reduce taxes that take 
a way billions of dollars of revenue but 
they do not accompany their proposals 
with reductions in spending, and the 
deficits go on and on. 

Oh, we can resolve, we can pound the 
table, and we can get excited about one 
item, but the fact remains that that is 
not enough to balance the budget. Tax 
reform is important, but it will not do it. 
The budget reform bill will not bring in a 
balanced budget. 

Mr. President, we are about to witness 
in this Chamber in the coming weeks at
tempts to further injure the financial 
security of this country by irresponsible 
tax reduction proposals. What we should 
be doing is to advance a constitutional 
provision and submit it to the States 
that would compel the Government to 
pay as we go. 

Mr. President, it might be later than 
we think. I am not a pessimist. It is 
never too late as long as men are willing 
to :fight, and we should fight for a pro
gram of :financial integrity and honesty 
for the U.S. Government. 

There is no way of heading off inflation 
unless we put our financial house in 
order and end deficit financing. History 
has proven that this cannot be accom
plished unless our Constitution is 
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amended to require it. I appeal to con
cerned citizens everywhere to help in the 
passage by Congress and the ratification 
by the States of this constitutional 
amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 142. 

Mr. President, that concludes my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog
nized. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator may proceed. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of my able and distinguished 
colleague from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS). 

The gravity of our inflationary prob
lems cannot be overstated. Prices in the 
United States have recently been rising 
faster than in any other peacetime period 
in our history, with the exception of a 
brief period at the end of World Warn. 
If this rate continues, the very future of 
our country is in danger. 

The immediate causes of this inflation 
are not impossible to identify. There were 
disappointing crop harvests in a number 
of countries in 1972. There was a dra
matic increase in worldwide demand for 

· labor, raw materials, and finished goods 
in 1973. More recently, the oil exporting 
countries drastically altered the tradi
tional supplies and prices of petroleun;i. 
products. Wage and price controls re
sulted in severe economic distortions, and 
their termination has brought on the 
expected bulge in wages and prices. Un
derlying all of this, however, is continued 
irresponsible Government spending 
which all too often seems to be based on 
the premise that if enough money is 
thrown at a problem, it will go away. 

Mr. President, we live in a world of 
limited resources and we simply cannot 
continue the naive assumption that the 
Federal Government can spend its way to 
Utopia. Somewhere, sometime, someone 
has to pay, and the people of the United 
States are paying right now with the 
ever-decreasing value of their dollar. 

Mr. President, at this time it appears 
that the only real action being taken 
against inflation is the Federal Reserve 
Board's efforts to control the growth of 
the money supply. 

It will be disastrous for us if we rely 
solely on this instrument to combat in
flation. Tight money is already drying up 
the housing industry. The prime and 
other interest rates are at record levels. 
The stock market continues its slump. 
Monetary policy plays a most important 
role in combating infiation, but I em
phasize that monetary policy alone can
not solve the problem. We must attack 
the basic disparity between demand and 
supply-and particularly Government 
demand. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join in support of the resolu
tion proposed by the distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS). His 
resolution calls for a constitutional 

amendment to impose a mandatory auto
matic surtax every year if necessary to 
bring about a balanced budget. It is sensi
ble and it is realistic. It provides a rea
sonable exception in the event of national 
emergency. 

It is regrettable that a constitutional 
amendment is necessary to restore fiscal 
responsibility to the U.S. Congress. I 
would hope that Members of this body 
collectively would exhibit the same judg
ment and restraint that commonsense 
citizens throughout this country exhibit 
in planning a simple household budget-
that it would be recognized that a coun
try, just like an individual, cannot con
tinually spend more than is taken in. 
However, as a practical matter, it is un
likely that Congress will face up to its re
sponsibilities, absent an amendment of 
this nature. Accordingly I pledge my sup
port to this amendment. 

At the same time, Mr. President, I urge 
that continued attention and considera
tion be given to other measures necessary 
to control inflation. We must continue 
action to encourage increased production 
of supplies in the energy and agricultural 
areas. We must examine the impact of 
union monopoly power on our economy. 
We must encourage voluntary restraint 
on the part of both business and labor. 

A number of my colleagues and other 
economic spokesmen are making the 
traditional election year call for a tax 
cut. This may be good election year poli
tics, but it is bad economics. A tax cut 
will boost consumer demand and ulti
mately will send prices only higher. Its 
most obvious impact will be to increase 
the Federal deficit. In my opinion, it is 
simply deceiving the American taxpayer 
to give with one hand by reducing taxes, 
while taking with the other by increas
ing inflation. I strongly oppose an across
the-board tax cut unless Government 
spending is also reduced. 

Mr. President, inflation can be con
trolled, but it will take dedication and 
sacrifice on the part of everyone. The 
resolution offered by Senator CURTIS is an 
example of such dedication and sacrifice, 
and I am pleased to support it. 

Mr. President, I want to say further 
that I recall the late Senator Harry Byrd, 
one of the most able and distinguished 
Members of the Senate, with whom I had 
the pleasure of serving, introduced a con
stitutional amendment resolution some 
years ago to provide that we would not 
spend more than we took in at the Fed
eral level. His distinguished son has car
ried on in the same way. The distin
guished Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
CURTIS), the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. HELMS), and other 
Senators have been interested in this 
matter; and it is important that we take 
action. 

We have been talking about balancing 
the budget, but it has been mere talk. We 
have spent more than we have taken in 
for 24 out of the last 30 years. How much 
longer can we go on this way? How many 
years are we going to go before we bal
ance the budget? 

I realize that this solution is a tough 
one, but we have got to have tough solu
tions. 

The Senate has to have the courage to 
balance the budget. I am not too sure 
the budget is going to be balanced year 
after year unless we pass a constitutional 
amendment which will require that it 
be done. If we vote for this constitu
tional amendment, then it will be re
quired that we put on a surtax auto
matically if we spend more than we take 
in. 

In my State of South Carolina we have 
a similar provision. In my State if we 
spend more than we take in in any one 
year, the very next year taxes have to 
be increased to pay the deficit of the 
preceding year. That is a constitutional 
amendment, and I believe we have been 
able to keep the budget balanced in my 
State, because of that constitutional 
amendment. 

If we can do it in my State, if other 
States can do it, then we can also do it 
at the Federal level. I believe the most 
feasible, the surest, and the soundest way 
to do it is to pass a constitutional amend
ment as has been advocated here by the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska. I 
hope the Senate will see fit to act on 
this constitutional amendment at an 
early date and that we can begin bal
ancing the budget. We cannot keep on 
spending and spending and spending. 

Yes, I am willing to give a tax cut, if 
we cut spending. But unless we cut 
spending, it would be foolish to cut taxes. 

I hope this resolution will receive 
prompt attention and favorable action. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, is there 
any time remaining under my order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAVEL). The Senator has 3 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield the remaining 
time to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia, and if that is not enough, the 
distinguished majority whip has indi
cated he will yield further time. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I feel that the Senator 
from Nebraska has made an important 
contribution to his fellow citizens by his 
speech in the Senate this morning. 

The Senator from Nebraska has fo
cused attention on what is certainly the 
No. 1 problem facing our Natior. today, 
namely, the need for the Federal Goy
ernment to put its financial house m 
order. I am convinced that we are not 
going to get inflation under control, I am 
convinced we are not going to get the 
cost of living under control, until the 
Federal Government puts its own house 
in order and gets its spending under 
control. 

The Senator from Nebraska, on page 
2 of his speech today, points out he favors 
reducing taxes but only if Government 
expenditures are reduced to the point 
that the budget is balanced and a sur
plus is created. 

As the able Senator from South Caro
lina just pointed out, if we attempt to 
reduce taxes without reducing expend
itures, then I submit we are acting in 
a highly irresponsible way. The only way 
we can logically reduce taxes is to reduce 
Government spending. Unless we do re
duce spending, unless we do eliminate 
the smashing deficits, then I submit 1n-



17250 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 3, 1974 

flation will continue and the cost of 
living will continue to rise. 

Mr. President, I feel that the American 
citizen is far more alert to this problem 
than are a majority of the Members of 
the Congress. The past two weekends I 
spent out among the people of Virginia, 
and I find that, wherever I go, the more 
people I talk with, the more concerned 
they are with the inflation that is eating 
so heavily into every wage earner's pay 
check and into every housewife's grocery 
dollar. 

The Senator from Nebraska today 
Points out one method that can be taken, 
which, if taken, can bring a halt to this 
soaring inflation. 

The Senator from Nebraska points out 
in his speech today that the cause of in
flation is deficit spending. He hits at 
another important point, and that is 
what he calls the nonsense of a full 
employment budget. 

We have heard so much here in the 
last few years about the full employ
ment budget. Well, as the Senator from 
Nebraska points out, that is just so much 
nonsense. 

I would go stronger than that, and I 
would say it is a fraud on the American 
people to say that the Government 
should spend what presumably it would 
have in the way of revenues-if-if we 
have full employment, which we don't 
have and do not expect to have. That 
is like saying that I would not be broke 
if my uncle had left me a million dol
lars. 

I agree with the Senator from Ne
braska-it is a lot of nonsense. Fortu
nately, we now have a Secretary of the 
Treasury who does not believe in the con
cept of a full employment budget. Secre
tary Simon is talking about the need of 
achieving a balanced budget-a balanced 
budget in the real sense, not in the full 
emplyoment sense. Secretary Simon's 
voice I find to be a refreshing one. 

The one man in Government today who 
has done as much as he can to bring 
about some semblance of sanity and sol
vency to our Nation, Dr. Arthur Bums, 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, 
has taken steps necessary from a mone
tary point of view. But he cannot do the 
job alone. 

The administration and the Congress, 
as I see it, must work together to get 
spending under control and to eliminate 
deficits if we are going to get infla
tion under control. 

I want to comment a.lso on the state
ment made by the Senator from Ne
braska on page 9 of his excellent speech 
today in which he points out that the 
proposal submitted by him this morning 
would require the President to submit a 
balanced budget. 

That, as I see it, is essential. Unless 
the President submits to the Congress a 
balanced budget, there is no way, as a 
practical matter, that the Nation will 
have a balanced budget. But in the last 
few years, unfortunately, the President 
has submitted to the Congress a deliber
ately unbalanced budget. Until that con
cept is thrown into the trash can by the 
administration, I submit that we are not 
going to get a balanced budget. 

I think what the Senator from Ne-

braska points out today as part of his 
proposal requiring the President to sub
mit a balanced budget is a vital and basic 
part of any effort to bring about an elim
ination of deficit spending. 

In that regard, I might point out that 
the Government has not balanced its 
Federal funds budget since 1960. It has 
not had a surplus or a balanced budget 
in its Federal funds since President 
Eisenhower left office, and that was a 
long time ago. The accumulated Federal 
funds deficit of the Federal Gvoernment 
for the short 6-year period fiscal 1970 
through fiscal 1975 will be $133 billion, 
or 25 percent of the total national debt. 
Yes, 25 percent of the total debt will 
have been incurred in that short period 
of time, just 6 years. 

So the Senator from Nebraska, I feel, 
has made a major contribution to his 
fellow citizens in taking the leadership 
today, in focusing attention on this vital 
subject. It affects the pocketbook of 
every working man and woman in our 
Nation. 

The inflation which we have been ex
periencing is a tax. It is a hidden tax. 
It is a cruel tax. It hits hardest those on 
fixed incomes and those in the lower and 
middle economic groups. 

It is to eliminate inflation or get it 
under control. It is to eliminate the 
smashing deficits that the able Senator 
from Nebraska has introduced this leg
islation and has made the excellent 
speech that he has. I am so pleased to 
commend and congratulate him for the 
important speech he has made in the 
Senate today. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, with the 
authority of the distinguished majority 
whip, who is not in the Chamber at this 
moment, I ask unanimous consent that 
such time as the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina may require be 
yielded to him from the time available 
to the majority whip. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska in 
cosponsoring Senate Joint Resolution 
142, and I commend him on his thought
ful remarks. I also desire to associate 
myself with the wise expressions of the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. THURMOND) and, of course, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.). 

As the Senator is aware, I strongly 
believe that the root cause of inflation 
today may be found nowhere else but in 
the Halls of Congress itself. It is Con
gress that refuses to restrain itself; it is 
Congress that continually appropriates 
more money than comes in for more pro
grams than the citizens know how to 
deal with. And it is Congress that re
fuses to face up to the only honest rem
edy for its mistakes-raising the money 
to cover the steadily rising expenditures. 
Congress refuses to make the unpopular 
decisions. In short, it is Congress that 
refuses to refuse. 

Six times on this floor, the distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR). and I have at-

tempted to get the Senate to act upon 
the question of a balanced budget. We 
have not asked the Senate to vote re
strictions upon itself; we have asked the 
Senate only to require the President to 
submit a balanced budget. It is not dif
ficult to present a balanced budget; it 
only requires that income be matched 
to outgo. Either spending must be 
slashed, or taxes raised. It is as simple 
as that. 

But 6 times, Mr. President, the Senate 
has refused to accept this propooal, al
though on one occasion 43 Senators in
dicated support of such a move. Never
theless, the Senate has not acted. The 
reason is very obvious. If the President 
submitted a balanced budget, the burden 
would be squarely upon the Congress to 
keep it balanced. If the President is re
quired to show the way to fiscal sanity, 
Congress would be in a fine predicament 
if it went on the usual spending spree. 
Congress should not have the oppor
tunity to spend all it pleases and let the 
President take the blame for inflation 
and inequitable taxes. 

That is why the proposed constitu
tional amendment offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska would 
solve the problem. In fact, it would tum 
the situation inside-out. If the Constitu
tion required a balanced budget, with 
an automatic surtax to keep income 
matched to spending, all of a sudden 
spending would become very unpopular. 
It would not take long for the citizenry 
to associate the higher taxes they would 
be paying with the spending programs 
urged by the incumbent Members of Con
gress. I am confident that, within a brief 
while after this amendment were rati
fied by the s·everal States, there would 
be many ardent convem in Congress to 
the doctrines of economic prudence and 
restraint in taxation. 

Mr. President, a moment ago the dis
tinguished Senator from Virginia men
tioned the Federal deficit. I want to re
iterate that within the next year or 18 
months the Federal debt of this country 
will be in excess of a half trillion dol
lars-over $500 billion. 

The last time I checked for a specific 
figure was April 18, and the Federal debt 
on that day was $473,014,648,856.11; and 
upon further inquiry the Treasury De
partment informed me that just 1 year 
ago, April 18, 1973, the total Federal 
debt was $455,570,163,323.85. 

I mention these precise figures to 
emphasize that this represents an in
crease in the Federal debt in 1 year's 
time of about $18 billion. 

Mr. President, this is where the body 
is buried. This is the cause of inflation. 
Let us cease to receive the American peo
ple. Let us tell them the truth. I think 
about the young people who come into 
the Chamber watching their democracy 
in action. They hear all of the pious 
claims of "doing this for the people" and 
"doing that for t.he people." But I think 
of the young people who will be paying 
this debt, plus interest, throughout their 
lives, and I submit that it is a fraud on 
them to continue to thrust America into 
the swamps of socialism. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia has so eloquently said, I think 
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the very least we can do is to tell them 
the truth about their Federal Govern
ment and tell them the truth about who 
is really responsible for the inflation that 
is running rampant in America. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to be as
sociated with the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska in this effort, and I com
mend him for the work he has done in 
bringing this resolution before this body. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, allow me 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska, Mr. CURTIS, for his excel
lent presentation today on "How About 
Taxes". Having worked with him for a 
number of years on the Finance Com
mittee, I have great admiration for his 
grasp of economics and his dedication to 
fiscal responsibility. 

As a cosponsor of this amendment, I 
heartily endorse what my colleague has 
said. 

In the past several years we have seen 
a great push to bring more honesty into 
Government and our commercial system. 
We have sought to provide our citizens 
with more information so they can make 
better judgments about the value of the 
product they are receiving. 

This amendment might be called 
the truth-in-Federal-spending amend
ment. Or we could call it truth-in-label
ing or truth-in-billing. 

It would put 3.11 end to hucksterism by 
politicians who promise their constit
uents something for nothing. 

Each year each taxpayer would get a 
true accounting of what he owes the 
Government, and he could then decide 
whether the product is worth the price. 
If the citizen is satisfied that he is get
ting his money's worth, then he votes to 
retain his elected officials. If the citizen 
:feels that he is getting bilked, then he 
votes to throw out the big spenders. 

As it is, this Congress and our Gov
ernment are lying to the American peo
ple about the cost of running the Gov
ernment. This Government is not being 
financed by taxes, but by inflation. 

As a fiscal conservative I share my col
league's distaste for increasing taxes. If, 
however, it is the threat of increased 
taxes that is necessary to bring our 
budgetary process back to fiscal sanity, 
then I must support it. 

It has been said that inflation is the 
cruelest of taxes. Inflation falls hard
est on the retired and the poor, those 
who are least able to cope with it. Infla
tion is demoralizing for those who work 
hard to support their families, only to 
find that the more they earn the less 
they seem to be able to buy. 

Senator CURTIS cited some interesting 
figures which give the illusion that taxes 
have been reduced over the decade be
tween 1963 and 1973. 

These figures provide only an illusion 
of tax reduction. The figures do not take 
into account the ravages of inflation. 

In 1963 a $10,000 income was con
sidered very adequate. Most people 
thought that if they ever earned $10,000 
they would be on easy street. 

As the figures show, the tax on a $10,-
000 income in 1963 was $1,262 as com
pared with $905 in 1973. 

It must be kept in mind, however, that 
in today's economy it probably takes a 
$20,000 income to approach the living 

standard provided by $10,000 a decade 
earlier. 

What we should compare is the tax
load on a $10,000 income in 1963 with the 
taxload on a $20,000 income today. In 
such a comparison, the tax today is $2,760 
or more than double the $1,262 of a dec
ade earlier. 

So in 1963 the family with a $10,000 
income paid about 12.6 percent of it in 
Federal taxes. Today, with a comparable 
income---$20,000 inflated-the tax per
centage is about 13.8. 

We also must take into account the 
fact that State and local taxes, including 
those for education, has shot up tre
mendously in the past decade. A great 
deal of this increase has been triggered 
by the Federal Government either re
quiring or enticing States and localities 
into expensive new programs. 

It is Federal spending which has been 
the primary cause of inflation in this 
country. Excessive Federal spending robs 
our economic system of capital which is 
needed to provide reasonable loan rates 
for housing. Federal spending incites in
flation psychology which throws our en
tire system out of kilter and negates 
normally effective measures of maintain
ing our economic stability. 

Mr. President, the only way we are go
ing to put a certain end to this spending 
mania is to tear up our credit cards and 
start operating as realistic and responsi
ble administrators. Congress must stop 
playing fast and loose with the economic 
future of our people. This amendment 
would bring stability and responsibility 
back into our system. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period of 15 minutes for the transaction 
of routine business, with statements 
therein limited to 5 minutes each. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in adjournment until 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Illinois. Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, Two recent decisions by the Unit
ed States Supreme Court concerning the ~on
stitutionality of abortion statutes in the 
States of Texas and Georgia have interpre
ted the United States Constitution in a fash
ion significantly different from the convic
tions of most American citizens about th:
values of human life; and 

Whereas, The sweeping judgment of the 
United States Supreme Court in these cases 
is an obvious rejection of the unborn child's 
right to life through the full nine month 
gestation period; and 

Whereas, The fundamental protection of 
life ln our United States Constitution ought 
not be modified, diluted or abridged by ju
dicial interpretation; and 

Whereas, Is is incumbent upon those peo
ple in this country who believe that the 
defenseless unborn deserve protection in our 
modern society; therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Senate of the Seventy
Eighth General Assembly of the State of Il
linois, the House concurring herein, that the 
Congress of the United States ls hereby urged 
and requested to adopt a Constitutional 
Amendment that will guarantee the explicit 
protection of all unborn human life through
out its development subordinate only to sav
ing the life of the mother, and will guar
antee that no human life shall be denied 
equal protection of law or deprived of life 
on account of age, sickness or condition of 
dependency and that Congress and the sev
eral states shall have the power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation; snd 
be it further 

Resolved, Tha-t copies of this preamble and 
resolution be forwarded by the Secretary of 
State to the Illinois Congressional delega
tion, the Secretary of the United States Sen
ate, the Clerk of the United States House 
of Representatives, Chairman of the Judi
ciary Committees of the United States sen
ate and House of Representatives, the Attor
ney General of the United States and the 
President of the United States. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. GRAVEL, from the Committee on 

Public Works, without amendment: 
S. 3546. A bill to extend for 1 year the time 

for entering into a contract under section 
106 of the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1974 (Rept. No. 93-891). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with an amendment: 

H.R. 11295. An act to amend the Anadro
mous Fish Conservation Act in order to ex
tend the authorization for appropriations to 
carry out such act, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 93-892) . 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with amendments: 

H.R. 14291. An act to amend the Northwest 
Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950 to permit U.S. 
participation in international enforcement of 
fish conservation in additional geographic 
areas, pursuant to the international conven
tion for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, 
1949, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 93-
893). 

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, without amendment: 

s. 585. A bill to amend section 303 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 to require that 
radios be capable of receiving both ampli
tude modulated (AM) and frequency modu
lated (FM) broadcasts (Rept. No. 93-895). 

By Mr. FANNIN, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

s. 283. A bill to declare that the United 
States holds in trust for the Bridgeport In
dian Colony certain lands in Mono County, 
Calif. (Rept. No. 93-894). 
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REPORT ENTITLED "THE CONSTI
TUTIONAL IMMUNITY OF MEM
BERS OF CONGRESS"-REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE-(REPT. NO. 93-8S6) 

Mr. METCALF, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Congressional Operations, 
submitted a report entitled "The Con
stitutional Immunity of Members of 
Congress," on the legislative role of Con
gress in gathering and disclosing infor
mation <together with additional and 
individual views), which was ordered to 
be printed. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Gen. David C. Jones, U.S. Air Force, to be 
appointed as Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that the nomi
nation be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nee's commitment to resPond to requests 
to appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.) 

By Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Gen. George S. Brown, U.S. Air Force, for 
appointment as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Stafi'. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that the nomi
nation be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nee's commitment to respond to requests 
to appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.> 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. McGEE: 
S. 3561. A bill to provide procedural rights 

for Federal employees subject to proposed 
adverse actions. Referred to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CHURCH (by request): 
S. 3562. A bill to authorize appropriations 

to the Department of State for contribution 
to the International Commission of Control 
and Supervision in Vietnam. Referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr. 
JACKSON, Mr. CHURCH, and Mr. Mc
CLURE): 

S. 3563. A b111 to authorize the construc
tion of a highway bridge across the Snake 
River between Clarkston, Washington and 
Lewiston, Idaho. Referred to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

By Mr. EASTLAND: 
S. 3564. A bill to authorize the financing 

of parkways from the Highway Trust Fund. 
Referred to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FANNIN: 
S. 3565. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to engage in a feasibility in
vestigation of a water supply delivery sys
tem for the city of Yuma, Ariz. Referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 
S. 3566. A bill to provide dally summaries 

of congressional business by means of toll
free telephone lines in 15 pilot cities. Re-

ferred to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

By Mr. DOMENIC! (for himself and 
Mr. MONTOYA) : 

S. 3567. A bill to declare that certain land 
of the United States is held by the United 
States in trust for the Pueblo of Laguna. 
Referred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S. 3568. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Cibolo project, Texas, and for 
other purposes. Referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and Mr. 
MAGNUSON): 

S. 3569. A b111 to amend the Rall Passen
ger Service Act of 1970, and for other pur
poses. Referred to the Committee on Com
merce. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CHURCH <by request): 
S. 3562. A bill to authorize appropria

tions to the Department of State for 
contribution to the International Com
mission of Control and Supervision in 
Vietnam. Referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, by re
quest, I introduce for appropriate ref er
ence a bill to authorize appropriations 
to the Department of State for contribu
tion to the International Commission of 
Control and Supervision in Vietnam. 

The bill has been requested by the 
Department of State and I am intro
ducing it in order that there may be a 
specific bill to which Members of the Sen
ate and the public may direct their at
tention and comments. 

I reserve my right to support or oppose 
this bill, as well as any suggested amend
ments to it, when it is considered by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this point, to
gether with the letter from the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Congressional Re
lations to the President of the Senate 
dated May 21, 1974, and the justification 
for U.S. support to the ICCS. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 3562 
Be tt enacted. by the Senate and. House of 

Representatives of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled, That there 
are authorized to be appropriated to the De
partment of State for fiscal year 1975 not to 
exceed $16,526,000 for payments by the United 
States to help meet expenses of the Inter
national Commission of Control and Super
vision in Viet-Nam: Provided, that funds 
appropriated under this section are author
ized to be made available for reimbursement 
to the Agency for International Development 
of amounts expended by the Agency for Inter
national Development during fiscal year 1975 
as interim United States payments to help 
meet expenses of the International Commis
sion of Control and Supervision. 

SEC. 2. There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Department of State not to 
exceed $11,200,000 !or reimbursement to the 
Agency for International Develop.ment of 
amounts expended by the Agency for Inter
national Development to help meet expenses 
of the International Commission on Control 
and Supervision in fiscal year 1974. 

SEC. 3. Reimbursements received by the 
Agency for International Development pur-

suant to this Act may be credited to applica
ble appropriations of that Agency and shall 
be available for the purposes for which such 
appropriations are authorized to be used 
during fiscal year 1975. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, n.a., May 21, 1974. 

Hon. GERALD R. FORD, 
President, U.S. Senate, 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is transmitted 
herewith proposed legislation which will au
thorize funds in FY-1975 of up to $27.7 mil
lion for support of the International Com
mission of Control and Supervision in Viet
Nam. Of this total $16.5 million covers vital 
services we believe are needed to keep the 
recs functioning in FY-75 and $11.2 million 
ls to reimburse the Agency for International 
Development for expenses incurred during 
FY-74. 

We believe it is in the national interest 
that the United States should demonstrate 
to Hanoi, and to the world at large, that we 
support the peace-keeping mechanism of 
the Paris Accords. As explained in the at
tached justification, the recs has not. to 
date, been as effective as we had hoped in 
enforcing the ceasefire in Viet-Nam. How
ever, it ls an essential part of the peace 
structure established by the Paris Accords. If 
it had to atrophy or to close for lack of 
funds an unravelling of the Viet-Nam peace 
structure could result. Moreover, the pres
ence in South Viet-Nam of several hundred 
foreign personnel charged with overseeing 
the ceasefire does, we believe, help deter a 
resumption of all-out warfare. 

The Department has been informed by the 
Office of Management and Budget that there 
is no objection to the presentation of the pro
posed legislation to the Congress and that 
its enactment would be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

Respectfully, 
LINWOOD HOLTON, 
Assistant Secretary for 

Congressional Relations. 

JUSTIFICATION FOR U.S. SUPPORT TO THE 
ICCS 

Well over a year has passed since the 
signing of the Viet-Nam peace agreement in 
January of 1973. Whlle there have been seri
ous deficiencies in the implementation of 
the cease-fire, we believe nonetheless that 
progress has been made toward the goal of 
a full and lasting peace in Viet-Nam. A key 
indicator ls the decline in battlefield casual
ties since the cease-fire to a level of about 
one-third the casualties suffered in the years 
preceding the Paris Agreement. 

A complex of factors-including our de
veloping detente with the Soviet Union and 
China-has led to this lowering of the vio
lence in South Viet-Nam. The International 
Com.mission of Control and Supervision 
(ICCS) is one of those key factors serving to 
keep the lid on in that area. Whlle the per
formance of the ICCS has never matched its 
potential, it remains an essential part of the 
peace structure established by the Paris Ac
cords. The presence 1n South Viet-Nam of 
several hundred foreign personnel cnarged 
with overseeing the mmtary situation does. 
we believe, help deter a resumption of all-out 
warfare. 

Since its inception in early 1973 the ICCS 
has faced serious financial problems. At the 
present time the continued existence of the 
Commission ls 1n jeopardy because of the 
lack of adequate financial support by the 
communist side. Despite strong efforts on 
our part, they have declined to contribute 
their full prescribed share and we cannot be 
sure they wm contribute their full share in 
the future. It is clear that the communists 
through their lack of support are seeking to 
induce a reduced role or even a termina
tion of the ICCS. In contrast, the Govern-
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ment of the Republic of Viet-Nam bias paid 
Its full share and may be expected to con
tinue to do so. We continue to insist that all 
parties meet their financial obligations to 
the ICCS. 

In the face of these efforts by the com
munist parties, we believe it is imperative 
that the ICCS be kept operational. The 
atrophy or dissolution of the ICCS would 
clearly contribute to the unravelling of the 
Viet-Nam peace structure and encourage a. 
renewal of general warfare. Further, U.S. 
!allure to back the ICCS to the fullest ex
tent possible could well be interpreted by 
Ha.not as a. sign of declining U.S. interest 1n 
a peaceful solution in Viet-Nam. If the ICCS 
is to survive, the U.S. will have to assure 
an adequate level of funding for the Com
mission by contributing in excess of its pre
scribed share. In effect, the U.S. contribution 
will be largely used to pay for the cost of 
essential services including transport and 
communications, provided by American con
tractors. These services comprise the greater 
part of the ICCS budget. Compared to the 
costs of our past military involvement, the 
price we must now pay for these peace-keep
ing operations is rem.a.rka.bly small. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for him
self, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. CHURCH, 
and Mr. McCLURE) : 

S. 3563. A bill to authorize the con
struction of a highway bridge across the 
Snake River between Clarlcston, Wash
ington and Lewiston, Idaho. Ref erred to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, with 
Senators JACKSON, CHURCH, and Mc
CLURE, I am today introducing legisla
tion to authorize and direct the Secre
tary of the Army, through the Corps of 
Engineers, to construct a four-lane lift 
suspension highway bridge across the 
Snake River between Clarkston, Wash., 
and Lewiston, Idaho. The Secretary 
would also be authorized and directed 
to construct the necessary bridge ap
proaches. The new bridge would be lo
cated approximately 2 miles upstream of 
the present U.S. Route 12 bridge between 
the two cities. For their part, affected 
State and local jurisdictions would be 
required to: First, hold and save the 
United States free from any damages re
sulting from the construction; second, 
provide without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
necessary for the construction; and, 
third, maintain and operate the bridge 
and approaches after they are built. 

This legislation is consistent with for
mal memorials that have been approved 
by both the Washington and Idaho Leg
islatures petitioning the Federal Govern
ment to build a new Lewiston-Clarkston 
Bridge. Furthermore, it is consistent with 
the comprehensive development plans of 
both Lewiston and Clarkston. However, 
I wish to emphasize that this bill is in
troduced as a working draft and that we 
will be soliciting the views of the appro
priate non-Federal officials in both States 
so that any specific recommendations 
they may wish to make regarding 
changes in the bill will be available to 
the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. President, the need for a new 
Lewiston-Clarkston Bridge has been 
created by construction of the Federal 
Lower Granite Lock and Dam project 
on the Snake River. Therefore, it is en-

tirely appropriate that the new bridge 
and approaches be built at Federal 
expense. 

Completion of the Lower Granite proj
ect in February 1975 will substantially 
raise the Snake at Lewiston-Clarkston. 
Consequently, the drawbridge that was 
built in the 1930's and now serves as the 
only transportation link between the two 
cities will have to be raised far more 
frequently for vessel movement. That will 
be the case since the clearance under 
the bridge will be reduced from its pres
ent range of 26 to 45 feet to a. range of 
13 to 18 feet according to estimates sup
plied by the Corps of Engineers. That, in 
turn, is projected by local officials to 
create serious traffic congestion on both 
sides of the river since there are now 
more than 22,000 two-way vehicular trips 
over the bridge on an average day. Be
sides the adverse impact the projected 
congestion will have on the local economy 
and the inconvenience it will create for 
local residents who must commute daily 
between the two cities, it will also pose 
a direct threat to public safety since the 
only ambulance service available to 
Clarkston residents is headquartered 
across the river in Lewiston. 

In summary, there is a clear and press
ing need for a new bridge--as proposed 
by this bill-that will permit uninter
rupted travel between the two cities 
despite the higher water level; and there 
is a clear and convincing justification for 
·the Federal Government's bearing the 
cost of constructing the bridge and ap
proaches. Consequently, I strongly urge 
the Public Works Committee to take 
early and affirmative action on this pro
posal once the affected State and local 
jurisdictions have had an opportunity to 
comment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that memorials passed by the Wash
ington and Idaho State Legislatures peti
tioning the Federal Government to con
struct a new Lewiston-Clarkston Bridge 
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the memo
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 106--STATE OF 

WASHINGTON 

To the Honorable Richard M. Nixon, Presi
dent of the United States, and to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, to the 
Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States, in Congress assembled 
We, your Memorialists, the Senate and 

House of Representatives of the State of 
Washington, in legislative session assembled, 
respectfully represent and petition as fol
lows: 

Whereas, The two cities of Lewiston, 
Idaho and Clarkston, Washington are the 
commercial and trading centers of the area 
and by the 1970 census, including their 
urban environs, had a combined population 
in excess of thirty-seven thousand people; 
and 

Whereas, The cities of Lewiston and 
Clarkston are presently connected by a single 
bridge across the Snake Rlver which carries 
U.S. Highway 12, a federally aided primary 
route extending from Aberdeen, Washington 
to Detroit, Michigan; and 

Whereas, Downstream from the two cities 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

ls now constructing the Lower Granite Dam 
on the Snake River creating a reservoir 
scheduled for filling in 1975; and 

Whereas, The planned normal pool level 
of the reservoir will be higher than the 
normal free flowing high water mark which 
was the basis for construction thirty-five 
years ago of the only bridge between the two 
cities; and 

Whereas, The existing bridge structure 
would restrict river traffic in view of the size 
of craft and barges now being used on the 
river and would necessitate frequent bridge 
openings; and 

Whereas, On an average day in calendar 
year 1972 there were twenty-two thousand 
two-way vehiclular trips across the existing 
bridge; and 

Whereas, With the lift span of the present 
structure in the open raised position, passage 
between the two cities ls blocked and traffic 
congestion along U.S. Highway 12 often ex
tends into the metropolitan centers of both 
cities creating additional traffic problems; 
and 

Whereas, The comprehensive plan for each 
city includes a proposal for a second span 
across the Snake River at sufficient elevation 
so as not to interfere with normal navigation 
in the planned pool behind the Lower Gran
ite Dam; and 

Whereas, Funds for this project are not 
available from the highway programs of the 
state of Washington, the County of 
Asotin, or the city of Clarkston; 

Now, therefore, your Memoria.lists respect
fully pray that the Congress begin immediate 
action to appropriate the funds necessary to 
construct a bridge across the Snake River 
between the cities of Lewiston, Idaho and 
Clarkston, Washington. 

Be it further resolved, That copies of this 
Memorial be immediately transmitted by the 
Secretary of State to the President of the 
United States, the President of the Senate 
of the United States, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States, and to each member of the Congress 
from this state. 

SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 105-LEGISLATUKE 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

A JOINT MEMORIAL 

To the Honorable Richard M. Nixon, Presi
dent of the United States, to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to the Senators and 
Representatives representing the State of 
Ida.ho 1n the Congress of the United States; 
relating to funds for construction of a 
bridge across the Snake River between the 
cities of Lewiston, Idaho, and Clarkston, 
Wash. 
We, your Memorialists, . the Sena;te and 

House of Representatives of the State of 
Idaho assembled in the First Regular Session 
of the Forty-second Idaho Legislature, do 
hereby respectfully represent that: 

Whereas, the two cities of Lewiston, Idaho, 
and Clarkston, Washington, are the commer
cial and trading centers of the area, and by 
the 1970 census had a combined population, 
including their urban environs, in excess of 
thirty-seven thousand people; and 

Whereas, the cities of Lewiston and Clark
ston are presently connected by a single 
bridge across the Snake River which carries 
U.S. Highway 12, a federally aided primary 
route extending from Aberdeen, Washington, 
to Detroit, Michigan; and 

Whereas, downstream from the two cities 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
is now constructing the Lower Granite Dam 
on the Snake River creating a reservoir sched
uled for filling in 1975; and 

Whereas, the planned normal pool level of 
the reservoir will be higher than the normal 
free flowing high water mark which was the 
basis for construction thirty-five years ago 
of the only bridge between the two cities; and 
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Whereas, the existing bridge structure 
would restrict river traffic in view of the size 
of craft and barges now being used on the 
river and would necessitate frequent bridge 
openings; and 

Whereas, on an average day in calendar 
year 1972 there were twenty-two thousand 
two-way vehicular trips across the existing 
bridge; and 

Whereas, with the lift span of the pres
ent structure in the open raised position, 
passage between the two cities is blocked 
and traffic congestion along U.S. Highway 12 
often extends into the metropolitan centers 
of both cities creating additional traffic prob
lems; and 

Whereas, the comprehensive plan for each 
city includes a proposal for a second span 
across the Snake River at sufficient elevation 
so as not to interfere with normal naviga
tion in the planned pool behind the Lower 
Granite Dam; and 

Whereas, funds for this project are not 
available from the highway programs of the 
State of Idaho, the County of Nez Perce, or 
the City of Lewiston. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the First 
Regular Session of the Forty-second Legisla
ture, the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives concurring · therein, that we do 
hereby respectfully petition the Honorable 
President of the United States, the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and the Congress of the 
United States to begin immediate action to 
appropriate the funds necessary to construct 
a bridge across the Snake River between the 
cities of Lewiston, Ida.ho, and Clarkston, 
Washington. 

Be it further resolved that the Secretary 
of the Senate be, and he is hereby author
ized and directed to forward copies of this 
Memorial to the President of the United 
States, the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
Congress, and to •the Senators and Represent
atives representing the State of Idaho 1n 
the Congress of the United States. 

A SECOND BRIDGE FOR LEWISTON 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce along with my col
leagues from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) and 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON and Mr. 
JACKSON) a bill to authorize construction 
of a second bridge to span the Snake 
River between Lewiston, Idaho, and 
Clarkston, Wash. Construction of this 
bridge would relieve traffic problems 
which may occur when the Lower 
Granite Dam pool is flooded and open to 
navigation. 

The Lower Granite lock and dam 
project is a Federal endeavor and it is 
only proper that the Federal Govern
ment finance construction of a bridge to 
accommodate the traffic problems result
ing from the Corps of Engineers' project. 

As introduced this bill would au
thorize construction, at Federal ex
pense, of a four-lane, lift suspension 
highway bridge and approaches connect
ing Lewiston and Clarkston at river mile 
142 of the Snake River-approximately 2 
miles upstream from the present U.S. 
Highway 12 bridge. In keeping with 
normal practice, local or State interests 
would provide lands and easements 
necessary for construction of the bridge. 
and would maintain and operate the 
structure after construction. 

Introduction of this legislation is the 
culmination of months of work with in
terested citizens in Idaho and Washing
ton. Changes might be made in the bill 
submitted today but I know that with 

introduction of a bill we can get the ball 
off of dead center and start some mean
ingful planning and discussions. I pledge 
my continued support in efforts to get 
this bridge built. 

The citizens of Lewiston and Clarkston 
have made the case which justifies Fed
eral financing for construction of this 
bridge. In fact, the Idaho and Washing
ton State Legislatures have passed formal 
memorials supporting Federal financing 
of a second bridge. I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the Idaho Legisla
ture's memorial be entered at the end of 
my remarks. 

The existing interstate bridge was 
completed in 1939 and consists of a 
lift span over the channel of the Snake 
River. With completion of Lower Granite 
Dam, and the subsequent raising of the 
water level, traffic on the river will be 
halted unless the lift span is raised each 
time a large boat or barge attempts to 
pass under. 

Furthermore, raising of the reservoir 
is expected to increase river traffic sub
s tan ti ally making more frequent raising 
of the existing bridge necessary, causing 
interruption of traffic and congestion at 
both ends of the bridge. However, fre
quent raising of the existing bridge will 
cause serious problems beyond traffic 
congestion. The two cities directly in
volved conduct cooperative health and 
safety programs. Reciprocal agreements 
are in effect in the areas of fire protec
tion, ambulance service, and police serv
ices. Lewiston has the only pathology 
laboratory and blood bank to serve both 
cities. The old bridge, with a design cycle 
of another era which requires as much as 
20 to 25 minutes to raise and lower, is 
outdated and must be supplemented with 
this second bridge. 

For these reasons, this legislation 
should be enacted. I urge prompt and 
favorable consideration by the Public 
Works Committee so that a bill can be 
passed by the Congress and signed into 
law. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 
S. 3566. A bill to provide daily sum

maries of congressional business by 
means of toll-free telephone lines in 15 
pilot cities. Referred to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION SERVICE 

TELEPHONE PROGRAM 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a blll 
to provide daily summaries of congres
sional business by means of toll-free tele
phone lines in 15 pilot cities. 

Recent events have tended to sorely 
discredit politics and government in the 
United States. This is a fact that we 
cannot escape. But it is one that those 
of us in Congress can act firmly to 
reverse. We can begin by accelerating our 
efforts to make government as open as 
possible to the people we serve. 

Last December, a comprehensive sur
vey conducted by Louis Harris Associates 
for the Senate Subcommittee on Inter
governmental Relations produced several 
important findings. First, it demon
strated that "fundamentally, people want 
an opening up of the Federal Govern
ment." Second, the survey discovered 

that, while people by their own admis
sion had an inadequate understanding of 
the shape and structure of American 
government, they wanted to know much 
more. Third, and among the most impor- . 
tant facts documented by the Harris 
study, is that 90 percent of the American 
people are convinced that government 
can work effectively and well. 

These and other findings place a heavy 
responsibility on Members of Congress 
to respond positively both to the public 
skepticism about politics and to the size
able reservoir of confidence in govern
ment. 

Earlier this year, in testimony before 
the Joint Committee on Congressional 
Operations, I made a series of sugges
tions on how the Congress might be 
made more accessible to the American 
public. 

First, I suggested that we undertake 
a serious examination of the opportu
nities that cable television might afford 
in making factual information about 
government more widely and easily 
available. That information might in
clude data on veterans' benefits, social 
security questions, availability of infor
mative Government publications, new 
programs and application deadline re
quirements, and precise instructions on 
how to contact Government agencies and 
Representatives in Congress. 

Second, because all of us benefit by 
sharper awareness of public attitudes 
toward congressional performance, I 
recommended that national surveys of 
public opinion be conducted for the Con
gress on a twice yearly basis. These polls 
could regularly sample evolving attitudes 
toward the Congress while measuring 
public feelings on new issues. 

A third recommendation spoke to an 
additional role for the media in provid
ing the public with information on their 
Government. I suggested that local news
papers might conduct regional seminars 
on the congressional process. Professors 
from local colleges, private citizens, and 
members of the press, as well as mem
bers of the Congress, could be invited to 
give their views not only on what the 
Congress does but also on how it might 
be made more effective. The transcripts 
of these seminars could be published on 
an installment basis in the sponsoring 
publication so that many more people 
could develop a better understanding of 
how Congress might better serve their 
local areas. 

Finally, I recommend the adoption of 
fac111ties which would make the pending 
business of Congress more accessible on 
a timely basis. In line with that proposal, 
the bill I am introducing today creates 
a practical program that can be started 
promptly, with a minimum of expense, 
while providing a useful and concise 
amount of data on what business is being 
conducted daily in Congress. 

The bill would establish a legislative 
information service telephone program. 
It would be a pilot program with a 19-
month life span and it would be con
ducted in 15 cities selected by the Direc
tor. The Director would be chosen by the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States without regard to political affilia
tion and solely on the basis of the Direc-= 
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tor's :fitness to perform the duties pre
scribed by the act. 

Those duties would include the daily 
preparation of concise, nontechnical 
summaries of: first, the business pend· 
ing before the Senate and the House of 
Representatives on that day; second, the 
summaries of the calendar of business of 
the Senate and the House of Represent
atives for the following legislative day; 
and third, the schedule of committee 
meetings of both the Senate and House 
of Representatives for the following 
calendar day. 

These summaries would be recorded 
and made available by means of toll-free 
telephone lines in each of the 15 pilot 
cities. This means that anyone in those 
cities could call in anytime and find out 
what issues were currently being con
sidered by the Congress. With more spe
cific information at their disposal, the 
people would not only be better able to 
form their opinions, but also to ask more 
informed questions. Their Represent
atives and Senators in turn would bene
fit by greater public awareness of con
gressional efforts and by an improved 
ability to give more precise answers to 
questions on the work of Congress. 

The bill would also establish an Office 
o! Congressional Information which, in 
addition to the duties already described, 
would answer correspondence on the op
eration of the program, notify the public 
of the program itself, and prepare anal
ysis of the program's operation and cost
effectiveness. If the program wins public 
support, this analysis could become the 
basis for improving and extending the 
program. 

Mr. President, more than ::t century 
ago, Abraham Lincoln said, 

I am a. firm believer in the people. If given 
the truth, they can be depended upon to 
meet any national crisis. The great point is 
to bring them the real facts. 

The aim of this legislation is as simple 
as the faith Congress and the people 
share in our ability to solve the Nation's 
problems. It is to give the people the facts 
on what Congress is doing and as a result 
help them to have an even greater in
fluence on the work we do on their 
behalf. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of my bill be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3566 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE 

SECTION 1. There is established within the 
General Accounting Office, under the super
vision and control of the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, an office to be 
known as the Office of Congressional Infor
mation (hereafter referred to in this Act 
as the "Office"). 

DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 2. (a) It shall be the duty and func
tion of the Office to establish and administer 
a. Legislative Information Service Telephone 
Program. That Program shall consist of- • 

(1) the preparation each day of concise, 
non-technical summaries of-

(A) business pending before the Senate 

and the House of Representatives on that 
day; 

(B) the calendar of business of the Sen
ate and the House of .Representatives for 
the following legislative day (as such in
formation is made available by the leader
ship of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives); and 

(C) the schedule of committee meetings of 
both the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives for the following calendar day; 

(2) the provision of electronic recording 
and telephonic transmission of such sum
maries by means of toll-free telephone lines 
in each of the fifteen cities selected in ac
cordance with subsection (b) of this section; 

(3) the installation of recording equip
ment and the rental of toll-free telephone 
lines adequate to provide for such trans
missions in those cities; 

(4) notification to the public of the avail
ability of the summaries referred to in clause 
(1); and 

( 5) public opinion sampling to determine 
the awareness and recreation of the general 
population to such summaries in each of 
those cities. 
The Office shall commence providing such 
summaries not later than 120 days follow
ing the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) The Director shall select fifteen cities 
in the United States of varying population 
size, representing all major sections of the 
country, as test cities in which to conduct 
the Legislative Information Service Tele
phone Program. Not more than one such 
city shall be selected from any one State. 

(c) Not later than 9 months following the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Office 
shall prepare and transmit to the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and the 
Comptroller General of the United States a 
report which shall set forth-

( 1) an evaluation of the Legislative In
formation Service telephone program; 

(2) a statement of the cost effectiveness of 
the program; 

( 3) an analysis of public reaction to the 
Program; and 

(4) the recommendation of the Office with 
respect to whether the program should be 
continued, and if so, whether and how the 
program may be improved and expended. 

PERSONNEL; POWERS 

SEC. 3. (a) The Office shall be headed by a. 
Director who shall be appointed by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
The Director shall be appointed without re
gard to political affiliation and solely on the 
basis of his fitness to perform his duties, and 
shall be compensated at a rate equivalent to 
the grade of GS-18. 

(b) The Director shall be assisted by a. 
Deputy Director who shall be appointed by 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States. The Deputy Director shall be ap
pointed without regard to political affiliation 
and solely on the basis of his fitness to per
form his duties, and shall receive compensa
tion at a rate equivalent to the grade of 
GS-17. Under the direction of the Director, 
the Deputy Director shall-

( 1) supervise such personnel as are deemed 
necessary to record, transmit, and catalog the 
daily recorded summaries described in sec
tion 2(a) of this Act; and 

(2) supervise such personnel as are deemed 
necessary to receive, process, acknowledge, 
and catalog all correspondence directed to the 
Office regarding the Legislative Information 
Service telephone program. 

(c) (1) The Director shall appoint and fix 
the compensation of such other personnel as 
may be necessary to carry out the duties and 
functions of the omce. All personnel of the 
Office shall be appointed without regard to 
political affiliation and solely on the basis of 
their fitness to perform their duties. The 

Director may delegate to personnel of the 
Office authority to perform any of the duties 
and functions imposed by this Act on the 
Office or on the Director. 

(2) In carrying out the duties and func
tions of the Office, the Director may procure 
the temporary (not to exceed one year) or 
intermittent services of experts or consult
ants or organizations thereof by contract as 
independent contractors, or in the case of 
individual experts or consultants, by em• 
ployment at rates of pay not in excess of the 
daily equivalent of the highest rate of basic 
pay paid under the General Schedule of sec
tion 5332 of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) In carrying cut the duties and func
tions of the Office, the Director may, as 
a.greed upon with the head of any depart• 
ment, agency, establishment, regulatory 
agency, or commission, utilize the services, 
facllities, and personnel of each department, 
agency, establishment, regulatory agency, or 
commission. The utilization of such services, 
facllities, and personnel may be with or with• 
out reimbursement by the Office as may be 
agreed. 

(4) The head of such department, agency, 
establishment, regulatory agency, or com
mission is authorized to provide the Office 
such services, facilities, and personnel under 
this subsection. 

SEC. 4. There a.re authorized to be appro
priated to the Office such sums, not to ex
ceed $2,000,000, as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. 

SEC. 5. The Office shall cease to exist 19 
months following the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

By Mr. DOMENIC! (for himself 
and Mr. MONTOYA): 

S. 3567. A bill to declare that certain 
land of the United States is held by the 
United States in trust for the Pueblo of 
Laguna. Referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I in
troduce today a measure which would set 
aside a tract of approximately 480 acres 
of Federal land, now administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management, to be held 
in trust for the Pueblo of Laguna, N.Mex. 
I am pleased to be joined by my dis
tinguished colleague from New Mexico 
(Mr. MONTOYA) . 

The tract, which is adjoined on the 
north, east and south by lands already 
held by the United States in trust for 
the Pueblo of Laguna, is currently used 
by the Pueblo under a permit from the 
Bureau of Land Management. Although 
this bill was not part of the Bureau of 
Land Management or Bureau of Indian 
Affairs legislative program, I understand 
that neither agency has indicated any 
objection and I know of no other persons 
or groups having any interest in these 
lands. 

I urge prompt and favorable action on 
this measure and I also ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows:. 

s. 3567 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That all 
right, title and interest of the United States 
in and to the following described land, and 
improvements thereon, are hereby declared 
to be held by the United States in trust for 
the Pueblo of Laguna: 
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Township 9 north, range 3 east, section 30, 
northwest one quarter a.nd south one half, 
containing 480 acres more or less. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
s. 3568. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to construct, oper
ate, and maintain the Cibolo project, 
Texas, and for other purposes. Ref erred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

cmoLO PROJECT, TEXAS 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today a bill to au
thorize the construction of the Cibolo 
project in Texas. Congressman ABRAHAM 
KAzEN has introduced the bill on the 
House side and I am pleased that we will 
be working together on this project. 

Mr. Chairman, the Cibolo project is 
located in Wilson County, Tex. near 
the city of San Antonio. The project's 
plan of development provides for con
struction of Cibolo Dam and Reservoir in 
Cibolo Creek to regulate its flows for 
flood control, and for municipal and in
dustrial water supply. The plan includes 
recreation and sport fishing facilities at 
the reservoir and would provide major 
fish and wildlife benefits. 

The project has undergone a thorough 
7-year Federal and State investiga.tion 
which revealed that the project would 
contribute greatly to the capacity of the 
municipal and industrial water supply 
systems for the growing communities of 
San Antonio, Karnes City, and Kennedy. 

Most of the Cibolo project region de
pends solely on the Edwards <Balcones 
Fault Zone) and Carrizo-Wilcox aquifers 
for total water supply. Continued de
pendence upon these aquifers by the re
gion's competing water users portends 
serious consequences from the head
waters of the Guadalupe, San Antonio, 
and Nueces River Basins to the estuaries 
and the Gulf of Mexico where the · bio
logical and economic productivity are re
liant upon fresh water and nutrient ma
terials. The region urgently requires a 
supplementary surface water supply gys
tem in order that progress may be made 
toward implementation of a well-planned 
surface water-ground water conjunctive 
use program for the area. The multi
purpose Cibolo project represents the 
first phase of such a planned supple
mentary surf ace water supply system, 
and it w111 also provide much needed 
flood control storage to mitigate :flood 
hazards in the lower San Antonio River 
Basin. 

Construction and development of the 
Cibolo project will provide the region 
with a dependable yield of 25,000 acre
f eet of water per year. A demonstrable 
need presently exists for this water. The 
city of San Antonio is ready now to con
tract for the major portion of this yield 
for municipal and industrial purposes. 
The cities of Kenedy and Karnes City 
also stand ready to begin immediate use 
of the principal portion of the remainder 
of the yield. 

Currently, the Edwards-Balcones 
Fault Zone-aquifer is the sole water 
supply source for the city of San An
tonio. In turn, the city is the largest 
metropolitan area in the Nation whose 

municipal requirements are met entirely 
with ground water. In recent years, re
gional water supply and water manage
ment studies have clearly shown that the 
dependable yield of the Edwards aquifer 
is rapidly being approached and that 
development of surface water supplies for 
the region is absolutely essential. 

In addition to the project's importance 
in providing the city of San Antonio a 
supplementary water supply source and 
in reducing demands being imposed on 
the Edwards aquifer, the project is of 
considerable importance to the cities of 
Kenedy and Karnes City because these 
communities must now use ground water 
that is very undesirable because of ex
cessive salt concentrations. 

Mr. Chairman, the Office of Manage .. 
ment and Budget has indicated to Con
gressman KAzEN that this project has its 
blessing and it is my understanding that 
the House of Representatives is prepared 
to approve the project very soon. 

Based on these two facts plus the im
portance of the project and the extensive 
studies that have been made on it, I 
would hope that the Interior Committee 
would take swift and positive considera .. 
tion of this authorization request. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and 
Mr. MAGNUSON) : 

S. 3569. A bill to amend the Rail Pass
enger Service Act of 1970, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today the Amtrak Improve
ment Act of 1974. This legislation is the 
result of the continuing oversight activi
ties of the Surface Transportation Sub
committee of the Senate Commerce Com
mittee, and I believe it will help to im
prove rail passenger service in the United 
States. The last year has conclusively 
demonstrated the need for increasing use 
of passenger trains. More importantly, 
there has also been an overwhelming 
demonstration of the public desire to use 
the trains-Amtrak's ridership has sky
rocketed beyond capacity, and I cannot 
think of any area of the United States 
that would not like to have increased 
amounts of rail passenger service. 

This legislation will help Amtrak ful
fill the public need for better quality 
rail passenger service. An authorization 
for Federal grants under section 601 of 
the Rail Passenger Service Act for fiscal 
year 1975 is made, and the loan guarantee 
authority of section 602 of the act is 
amended. These moneys will help make 
the necessary improvements in both the 
service off'ered and the equipment used 
so that we can continue to move toward 
a more balanced transpartation policy. 
The extent of our imbalanced expendi
ture of public moneys for transpartation 
purposes is well known. In fact, of the 
$28.2 billion in public funds that were 
spent last year for transportation, 86 per
cent was spent for highways, 10 percent 
for air transpartation, 3. 7 percent for 
waterways, and less than one-fourth of 
1 percent for rail transportation. Given 
the energy efficiency and environmental 
compatibility of rail passenger transpor
tation, we can no longer afford to neglect 
the development on an adequate rail 

passenger system. When one examines 
the development of such systems in other 
technologically advanced countries, it be
comes quite clear how far behind we have 
fallen. It is my hope that we will continue 
to devote our attention and resources to 
this worthwhile goal. 

In addition to an authorization for 
fiscal 1975 and an increase in the loan 
guarantee authority for Amtrak, this bill 
contains several other provisions de
signed to improve the operations of the 
National Railroad Passenger Corpora
tion. Section 2 of the bill directs the 
Corporation to directly perform all 
maintenance and repair functions on its 
equipment. Amtrak has the authority to 
do this under the present legislation, but 
has failed to do so. This means that 
people who are not working for the Cor
poration are doing most of the mainte
nance and repair work on Amtrak's 
trains, and the results, to say the least, 
have been far from satisfactory. Even 
the Department of Transportation, in 
its annual report to Congress, which was 
due March 15 but has been impounded 
by the Office of Management and Budget 
since then, recommends that Amtrak di
rectly assume maintenance functions on 
its trains. The current situation is un
satisfactory both from the point of view 
of the quality of maintenance that is 
being performed-with resultant break
downs and the like-and from the point 
of view of cost control and account
ability. 

Section 2 of the bill will also help fa
cilitate the necessary congressional 
oversight of the implementation of the 
Northeast corridor project, which is re
quired by the Regional Rail Reorganiza
tion Act. Not only would monthly 
progress reports be sent to the Congress, 
but Amtrak is directed to cooperate fully 
with all the responsible parties, and the 
Secretary of Transportation is directed 
to assign the project the highest status 
within the Department. This will be 
absolutely necessary if the 5-year imple
mentation deadline contained in the joint 
statement of managers of the Regional 
Rail Reorganization Act is to be adhered 
to. 

Section 3 of the bill directs the Secre
tary of the Treasury to assure that the 
Bureau of Customs uses customs inspec
tions procedures aboard Amtrak's trains 
operated in international intercity rail 
passenger service that are modern and 
up to date. The Senate Commerce Com
mittee has received numerous complaints 
regarding some of the procedures that 
have been used, and in orie instance I am 
aware of a procedure that has been used 
which requires the passengers to com
pletely detrain in the weather, carrying 
their luggage, for an inspection. That 
sort of inspection is calculated to serve 
the convenience of the inspectors more 
than the passengers or the American 
public. There is no good reason why the 
United States cannot follow the lead of 
the many countries who have on-board 
inspections procedures that are con
ducted while the train is moving 

'to its destination. This enables the 
fastest journey time and helps the 
competitiveness of rail passenger serv
ice with less energy efficient or en-
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vironmentally compatible modes of 
transportation. It is incredible to me to 
see the Federal Government, through 
two different programs--one run by Am
trak and the other run by the Depart
ment of the Treasury-essentially 
fighting itself. They can be compatible 
and they should be compatible. A per
fectly adequate inspection can be per
formed by Customs while the train is in 
motion to its destination, and that is 
what this section would help effectuate. 

Section 4 of the bill will help correct 
a situation that has existed for some 
time now. The Rail Passengers Service 
Act in its present form grants pass priv
ileges in much the same form that the 
amended section I am propasing today, 
but requires the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to decide how much Amtrak 
should receive for the carriage of pass
holders. Unfortunately, the Commission 
decided under these provisions that Am
trak should receive essentially nothing, 
and because of this decision, there has 
been a great economic incentive on the 
part of Amtrak to restrict the use of 
passes to the maximum extent possible. 
A bewildering array of restrictive regula
tions has resulted that in effect dimin
ishes the usefulness of the pass privilege, 
which is not what Congress intended 
when this section was originally enacted. 
The amended section is designed to re
move the source of the difficulty, and it 
also will pick up some employees of what 
are essentially railroads but who were 
left out because they worked for what are 
technically railroad subsidiaries that do 
not formally qualify as railroads under 
the applicable provisions of the Inter
state Commerce Act. 

Section 5, in addition to amending the 
amount of authorized loan guarantee au
thority, also makes clear what the role 
of the Secretary of Transportation is to 
be in guaranteeing loans for the Cor
poration. When the Board of Directors, 
and I should point out that the Secre
tary is a statutory member of the Board, 
approves a capital or budgetary plan and 
requests the Secretary to guarantee the 
requisite loan, the Secretary is not to sec
ond guess the Board and make all the 
capital and budgetary decisions of the 
Corporation over again as part of the 
process of guaranteeing that loan. When 
the Secretary does that sort of thing he 
i;.') acting as some sort of legislatively un
authorized court of review over the de
cisions of the Board of Directors and 
making the Board a rather meaningless 
body. In the Amtrak Improvement Act of 
1973, the Secretary was given the au
thority to issue general annual guidelines 
regarding these matters, and my amend
ment would extend that authority to 
cover guaranteed loans. The Secretary 
would then be able to participate in the 
decision both through the annual guide
lines which apply to grants and loan 
guarantees, and through his statutory 
seat on the Board of Directors. Congress 
will continue its oversight of Board de
cisions as part of its general oversight ac
tivities of the Corporation, I should also 
point out that all the Presidentially 
nominated Board members are subject 
to confirmation by the Senate of the 
United States, which provides additional 
protection of the public interest. 

Section 7 of the bill merely removes a 
technical difiiculty that arises from the 
present wording of section 304 (b) of the 
act. This section as presently worded pre
vents any railroad, after the initial is
suance of stock by Amtrak is complete, 
from owning or controlling more than 
33 % percent of the outstanding shares. 
At the present time, all of the stock sub
scriptions are complete, and there are 
two railroads, the Penn Central and the 
Burlington Northern, that are technical
ly in violation of the act-the Penn Cen
tral owns 56 percent of the common 
stock and the Burlington Northern owns 
36 percent of the common stock. The 
amendment is designed to remove the 
technical violation, and I am satisfied 
that it would in no way adversely affect 
the public interest. 

Section 8 is a minor technical revision 
of the act, and section 9 would merely 
incorporate S. 1328, which has already 
passed the Senate. Section 10 makes a 
minor revision to the Interstate Com
merce Act, which is technical in nature. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful for quick 
Senate passage of the Amtrak Improve
ment Act of 1974; it is a piece of legis
lation designed to best effectuate the 
public interest in ~proved rail passen
ger transportation, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be reprinted at the 
conclusion of my remarks and those of 
Senator MAGNUSON. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor the Amtrak Im
provement Act of 1974 with the distin
guished chairman of the Surface Trans
portation Subcommittee, Senator 
HARTKE. I know that Senator HARTKE'S 
efforts in the field of rail transportation 
are leading to major improvements, and 
I am in full support of all the provisions 
of his bill. It is very gratifying to me to 
see the renaissance in thinking about the 
need for improved rail transportation, 
and as chairman of the Senate Com
merce Committee, I share Senator 
HARTKE's commitment to translate that 
cqanged thinking into actual improve
ments. 

While I am in full agreement on all of 
the remarks of Senator HARTKE regard
ing this legislative proposal, I would like 
to add a few observations regarding sec
tion 9 of the bill. That section essentially 
incorporates S. 1328, the West Coast 
Corridor Feasibility Study Act of 1973. 
This measure has already passed the 
Senate, on July 11 of last year. There is 
little disagreement over the merits of 
what it requires-a study of the long
range transportation needs to the west 
coast. The Federal Government has al
ready done its homework here in the 
Northeast, with the 1971 report of the 
Secretary of Transportation on trans
portation in the Northeast corridor, 
from Boston to Washington. One of the 
most significant of the recommendations 
contained in that report, the imple
mentation of improved high speed rail 
passenger service in the corridor, was 
required to be implemented in the Re
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973. 
Section 2 of this bill is designed to help 
facilitate congressional oversight of that 
requirement. 

The Northeast Corridor Report is a 
highly commendable piece of work. It 

was conducted over an 8-year period and 
cost around $12 million-dollars well 
spent in my opinion. But the responsi
bility of the Federal Government to do 
this sort of long range planning does not 
end with the Northeast corridor. Al
ready the San Francisco to Los Angeles 
air route is the most heavily traveled 
in the world. There are several corridors 
on the west coast that have already 
been identified in addition to San Fran
cisco-Los Angeles. The west coast needs 
to have the same sort of in-depth study 
and investigation that has already oc
curred here in the Northeast. Now that 
the Department has developed the requi
site methodolgy and analytical capa
bility, the needed study of the west coast 
should be easier than it was here in the 
east. 

While section 9 requires nothing in the 
way of actual transportation improve
ments, it does require the sort of long 
range planning that the Department 
should have already initiated. There is no 
requirement that the recommendations 
of the study are modally uniform or that 
in fact any change in the present trans
portation system be recommended for 
any particular segment. In fact, it is en
tirely possible that different recommen
dations could obtain for the various seg
ments under consideration, and I would 
more or less expect that certain seg
ments should be improved more rapidly 
than others. There is no excuse for the 
lack of long range planning than is pres
ently the case, and I am hopeful that 
the Senate will again pass this worth
while proposal, and that the House of 
Representatives will agree to it in con
ference. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent along with Senator HARTKE that 
the full text of the Amtrak Improve
ment Act of 1974 be reprinted at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the b111 was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3569 
Be ft enacted. by the Senate and. House of 

BepresentaUves of the United. States of 
America in Oongress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Amtrak Improve
ment Act of 1974". 

SEc. 2. Section 305 of the Rail Passenger 
Service Act of 1970 (45 u.s.c. 545) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following two new subsections: 

"(c) The Corporation shall, to the maxi
mum extent practicable, directly perform all 
maintenance, rehab111tation, repair, and re
furbishment of rail passenger equipment. 
Untll the Corporation obtains, by purchase, 
lease, construction, or any other method of 
acquisition, Corporation-owned or controlled 
fiac111ties which are adequate for the proper 
maintenance, repair, rehabllitation, and re
furbishment CY! the rolling stock a.nd other 
equipment and facilities of the Corporation, 
the railroads performing such services shall 
do so as expeditiously as possible and shall 
accord a higher priority to such work than to 
the maintenance and repair of equipment 
ut111zed for the transportation of freight. 

"{d) The Corporation shall advise, consult 
and cooperate with, and, upon request, as
sist in a.ny other manner the Secretary of 
Transportation, the United States Railway 
the Consolidated Rall Corporation in order 
to facil1tate completion and implementa
tion o! the Northeast Corridor project, as de
fined in section 206 (a) (3) of the Regional 
Ra.11 Reorganization Act of 1973, by the 
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earliest practicable date. The Secretary shall 
report monthly to the Congress on ithe prog
ress made in implementing such project, 
and shall assign the highest priority to its 
completion.". 

SEc. 3. Section 305(e) (7) of the Rail Pas
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 545(e) 
(7)) is a.mended by inserting immediately 
prior to the semicolon a period and the fol
lowing new sentence: "The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall establish and maintain, in 
cooperation with the Corporation, customs 
inspection procedures aboard trains oper
ated in international intercity !"ail passenger 
service that will be convenient for pas
sengers a.nd will result 1n the most rapid pos
sible transit between embarkation and de
bairkation points on such service.". 

SEC. 4. Section 405(f) of the Rail Passenger 
Service Act of 1970 ( 45 U .S.C. 565 (f) ts 
amended to read as follows: 

"(f) The Corporation shall take such ac
tion as may be necessary to assure that, to 
the maximum ex1ient practicable, any rail
road employee or any employee of a company 
owned wholly by one or more railroads and 
which opera1ies any equipment or performs 
any service in connection with the transpor
tation of freight or passengers by railroad 
who was eligible to receive free or reduced
rate transportation by railroad on April 30, 
1971 under the terms of any policy or agree
ment in effect on that date will be eligible to 
receive free or reduced-rate transportation 
on any intercity rail passenger service pro
vided by the corporation under this Act. 
However, the Corporation may apply to all 
railroad employees eligible to receive free or 
reduced-rate transportation under such pol
icy or agreements, a single systemwide sched
ule of t.erms determined by the Corporation 
to reflect terms applicable to the majority 
of such employees to those policies or agree
ments in effect on April 30, 1971. As a con
dition precedent for providing free or re
duced-rate transportation to such employ
ees, the Corporation shall be reimbursed by 
the railroad or company referred to above 
by whom the employee had been employed 
by way of payment of 50 % of the regular ap
plicable fare for transportation furnished to 
such employees on a space available basis 
and for the full applicable fare for reserved 
space transportation under any policy or 
agreement referred to above plus the cost 
of implementing and administering this 
section. 

If any railroad company which operates 
intercity passenger service not under con
tract with the corporation notifies the Cor
poration and any railroad or other company 
referred to in this subsection that it will 
accept the terms of any agreement or deci
sion made pursuant to this section, such 
railroad company shall be reimbursed for 
services provided in accordance with such 
agreement or decision. If used in this sub
section, the term "railroad employee" means 
(1) an active, full-time employee, including 
any such employee during a period of furlow 
or while on leave of absence of a railroad, a 
terminal company, or a company owned 
wholly by one or more railroads and which 
opera1ies any equipment of performs any 
service in connection with the transporta
tion of freight or passengers by railroad, (2) 
a retired employee of any such railroad or 
company, and (3) the dependents or any 
employee referred to clause (1) or (2) of 
this sentence. 

SEC. 5. Section 601 of the Rall Passenger 
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 601), is 
amended by striking out $334,300,000", and 
inserting ln lieu thereof "$534,300,000". 

SEC. 6. Section 602 of the Rall Passenger 
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.8.C. 602), is 
amended by striking out, in subsection (d) 
thereof, "$500,000,000" and by inserting in 
lieu thereof "$900,000,000"; and by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

"(h) Any request made by, the Corpora
tion for the guarantee of a loan pursuant to 
this section, which has been approved by the 
Board of Directors of the Corporation, shall 
be approved by the Secretary without sub
stantive review of the objects of such under
lying loan. Substantive review of the capital 
and budgetary plans of the Corporation by 
the Secretary shall be effected by the Secre
tary in his capacity as a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Corporation and 
through issuance of general guidelines pur
suant to section 601 of this Act.". 

SEC. 7. Section 304(b) of the Rail Pas
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 544 
(b)) is amended by striking out the word 
"owned" and by inserting in lieu thereof 
the word "voted" .and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: "If any 
railroad or any person controlling one or 
more railroads, as defined in section 1 ( 3) 
(b) of Title 49 owns, directly or indirectly 
through subsidiaries or affiliated companies, 
nominees, or any person subject to its direc
tion or control, a number of shares in excess 
of 33Ya per centum of the total number of 
common shares issued and outstanding, such 
excess number shall, for voting .and quorum 
purposes, be deemed to be not issued and 
outstanding.". 

SEC. 8. The Rail Passenger Service Act of 
1970, as amended, is further amended by 
deleting "Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970" 
wherever the same shall appear and by 
inserting in lieu thereof "Rall Passenger 
Service Act". 

SEC. 9. The High Speed Ground Transpor
tation Act (49 U.S.C. 1631 et seq.) is amended 
by adding a new section at the end thereof: 

"SEC. 1642. {a) The Secretary shall make 
an investigation and study, fo.r the purpose of 
determining social advisab111ty, technical 
feasib111ty, and economic practica.blllty, of a 
high-speed ground transportation system be
tween the cities of Tijuana in the State of 
Baja California, Mexico, and Vancouver in 
the Province of British Columbia, Canada, by 
way of the cities of Seattle in the State of 
Washington, Portland in the State of Oregon, 
and Sacramento, San Francisco, Fresno, Los 
Angeles, and San Diego in the State of Cali
fornia.. In carrying out such investigation and 
study the Secretary shall consider-

" ( 1) the various means of providing such 
transportation, including both existing 
modes and those under development, such as 
the tracked levitation vehicle; 

"(2) the cost of establishing and operating 
such a system, including a.ny acquisition• of 
necessary rights-of-way; 

"(3) the environmental impact of such a 
system including the future environmental 
impact from air and other transportation 
modes if such a system is not established; 

" ( 4) the factors which would determine 
the future adequacy and commercial success 
of any such system, including the speed at 
which it would operate, the quality of serv
ice which could be offered, its cost to poten
tial users, its convenience to potential users, 
and its ablllty to expand to meet projected 
increases in demand; 

" ( 5) the efficiency of energy utilization 
and impact on energy resources of such a 
system, including the future impact of exist
ing transportation systems on energy re
sources if such a. system is not established; 

"(6) the abllity of such a system to be 
integrated with other local and intrastate 
transportation systems, both existing and 
planned, in order to create balanced and 
comprehensive transit systems; 

"(7) coordination with other studies un
dertaken on the State and loca.l level; and 

"(8) such other matters as he deems ap
propriate. 

"(b) In carrying out any investigation 
and study pursuant to this section, the Sec
retary shall consult with, and give considera
tion to the views of, the Civil Aeronautics 
Boa.rd, the Commission, the Corporation, the 

United States Railway Association, the Corps 
of Engineers, and regional, State, and local 
transportation planning agencies. The Sec
retary may, for the purpose of carrying out 
such investigation and study, enter into 
contracts and other agreements with public 
or private agencies, institutions, organiza
tions, corporations or individuals, without 
regard to sections 3648 and 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529; 41 U.S.C. 5). 

"(c) The Secretary shall report the results 
of any study and investigation pursuant to 
this section, together with his recommenda
tions, to the Congress and the President no 
later than January 30, 1977. The Secretary 
shall submit interim reports to the Congress 
on January 30, 1975, and January 30, 1976. 

"(d) There is authorized to be appropri
ated not to exceed $8,000,000 to carry out the 
provisions of this section.". 

SEC. 10. Section 202(b) (2) of the Inter
state Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 302(b) (2)), is 
amended by striking the period at the end of 
the second sentence thereof and by insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: " : Provided, 
That (7) any amendments of such standards, 
which are determined by the national organi
zation of the State commissions and promul
gated by the Commission prior to the initial 
effective d,ate of such standards shall become 
effective on such initial effective date; and 
(2) after such standards become effective 
initially, any amendments of such standards, 
which a.re subsequently determined by the 
national organization of the State commis
sions, shall become effective at the t ime of 
promulgation or at such other time, subse
quent to promulgation by the Commission, 
as may be determined by such organization.". 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 2785 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the Sen
ator from Tennessee <Mr. BROCK), the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. ROTH) , the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) , and 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUD
DLESTON), were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2785, a bill to authorize the Admin
istrator of General Services to enter into 
multiyear leases through use of the auto
matic data processing fund without obli
gating the total anticipated payments to 
be made under such leases. 

s. 3229 

At the request of Mr. SCHWEIKER, the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3229, the Soviet Energy Investment Pro
hibition Act. 

s. 3339 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA)) the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HUGHES), and the Senator from Ida
ho <Mr. CHURCH) were added as cospon
sors of S. 3339 a bill to amend the pro
gram of supplemental security income 
for the ,aged, blind, and disabled-es
tablished by title XVI of the Social Se
curity Act-to provide for cost-of-living 
increases in the benefits provided there
under. 

s. 3383 

At the request of Mr. McGOVERN, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. HUGH 
ScoTT) was added as a cosponsor of s. 
3383, the World War I veterans' pension 
bill. 

s. 3417 

At the request of Mr. EAGLETON, the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HUDDLE-
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STON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
3417, a bill to amend title 5 of the United 
States Code <relating to Government 
organization and employees) to assist 
Federal employees in meeting their tax 
obligations under city ordinances. 

s . 3 4 34 

At the request of Mr. HUGH SCOTT, the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from California <Mr. TcJN
NEY), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
FANNIN), and the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. SCHWEIKER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3434, a bill to establish 
university coal research laboratories and 
to establish energy resource fell ow ships. 

s. 3526 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 3526, to pro
hibit the importation into the United 
States of certain meat and meat 
products. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 142 

At the request of Mr. CURTIS, the Sena
tor from South Carolina <Mr. THUR
MOND) was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Joint Resolution 142, proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the balancing 
of the budget. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 189 

At the request of Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR., the Senator from Texas <Mr. TOWER) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 189, to restore posthumously 
full rights of citizenship to General R. E. 
Lee. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 80 

At the request of Mr. CURTIS, the Sen
ator from Delaware <Mr. ROTH) was add
ed as a cosponsor of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 80, expressing the sense of 
Congress regarding the annexation of the 
Baltic Nations. 

EXEMPTION FROM DUTY CERTAIN 
REPAIRS OF U.S. VESSELS
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 1371 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senators CHURCH, RIBICOFF, 
KENNEDY, WILLIAMS, FONG, GURNEY, 
CooK, and myself, I submit an amend
ment to H.R. 8217 and I ask that it lie 
on the table and be printed. 

The amendment relates to the retire
ment income credit portion of H.R. 8217 
and would provide future cost-of-living 
adjustments in the tax credit for some 
971,000 affected Americans. 

The retirement income credit has be
come badly out of date since it was in
stituted. H.R. 8217 contains a Finance 
Committee amendment which provides 
a substantial increase in the amount 
used to compute the 15-percent income 
tax credit for retirees who have little or 
no social security. I strongly endorse and 
support the committee's action. 

Our amendment provides that when
ever future cost -of -living adjustme::.1ts 
are made in social security that the base 
for computing the retirement income 
credit will be raised by a like percent
age-thus providing protection for al
most 1 million retirees against future 
inflation. 

Current law, of course, exempts 
social security income from taxation. 
Government pensioners and other 
retirees receiving little or no social 
security are entitled to a 15-percent tax 
credit on their retirement income
pensions, annuities, interest, dividends, 
and rent. Those affected include such 
civil service retirees as teachers, police
men, firemen, et cetera. 

The maximum base for computing this 
credit is now $1,524 for retired single 
persons and $2,286 for retired couples. 
This base has not been updated since 
1962 for single persons and 1964 for 
couples. During that same time, social 
security benefits have been adjusted six 
times. Monthly social security benefits 
for the average worker have increased 
from $76.19 in 1962 to $166.42 in 1973; 
for couples the increase has been from 
$127.90 to $276.71. As you can see, the 
retirement income credit has fallen far 
behind and is badly out of date. 

H.R. 8217 provides a significant and 
much-needed increase in the retirement 
income credit. It would raise the base 
to $2,500 for single elderly persons and 
$3,750 for elderly couples. The Finance 
Committee and the Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging are both to be com
mended for their efforts to increase the 
retirement income credit and to put 
those retirees on a more comparable basis 
with social security retirees. 

Our amendment is designed to insure 
that 10 more years do not go by before 
another increase is approved. This would 
be accomplished by providing that when
ever the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare determines an automatic 
cost-of-living increase in social security 
benefits is warranted, under title II, sec
tion 215 of the Social Security Act, the 
base on which the retirement income 
credit is computed would be raised by a 
like percentage. 

Unless some provision is made for a 
cost-of-living adjustment, non-social
security retirees' incomes will be eaten 
up by inflation and they will be unable 
to meet current living costs. Of the 
971,000 persons affected, 70 percent make 
less than $10,000-based on 1972 tax 
returns-85 percent make less than 
$15,000 and 27 percent make less than 
$5,000. So the beneficiaries will be the 
low and moderate income Americans hit 
hardest by inflation. 

According to the U.S. Treasury, in a 
hypothetical case in which a 10-percent 
cost-of-living increase in social security 
benefits is made, the cost of increasing 
the retirement income credit base 
10 percent would be approximately $25 
mflllon. That, I tbink, 1s a very small 
'price to pay to insure thousands of 
Americans that they will be able to make 
ends meet on their retirement income. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1975-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO . 1372 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I have 
long been concerned about what happens 
when a nation disregards its obligation 
to defend basic human rights in its deal
ings with other nations. I believe that 
eventually it will probably begin to dis
regard the human rights and its obliga
tion to insure them at home, also. 

It has been 25 years since the United 
States signed Eleanor Roosevelt's decla
ration of human rights, yet what do we 
have to show for it? With the U.S. com
plicity and SUPPort, political repression 
and torture are everyday occurrences in 
South Vietnam and a number of our 
other allies. 

In fact, as I shall discuss later in 
greater detail, there have been South 
Vieti:iamese policemen who, while at
tending the International Police Acad
emy, have advocated outright torture as 
a sure-fire means to obtain answers from 
their own citizens should other methods 
of interrogation fail. 

Few of these governmental atrocities 
could be continued and extended to such 
proportions were it not for the accept
ance, tacit approval, and often assist
ance of the U.S. Government or Ameri
can business interests. 

Mr. President, I believe the time has 
come for. the U.S. Senate to stand up to 
these failures of the past by insuring 
that at least those citizens in the larg
est. recipient country of our military 
assistance, South Vietnam, be insured a 
court trial if they are to be held behind 
bars. 

For this reason, I am submitting an 
amendment to the military procurement 
bill, S. 3000, which would insure that be
fore the Government of South Vil}tnam 
receives any military assistance fu the 
coming fiscal year, they will have pre
sented written assurances that all per
sons sentenced and imprisoned without 
the benefit of a formal court trial will be 
released. 

While such an action will not guaran
tee that the basic human rights of these 
people will be restored, it does insure that 
they will not be held against their will 
without having been proved guilty. 

Certainly, if South Vietnam is not now 
holding any of its citizens in prison with
out the benefit of trial, this amendment 
obviously would not apply. However, it 
does insure that if it is not happening 
now, it will not happen in the future 
either. 

Mr. President, in light of the fact that 
this Government spent over $175 billion 
in the last 10 years, not to mention 
the 55,000 lives, trying to mold a politi
cal system in South Vietnam similar to 
that in the United States, it seems 
highly unwise that we continue to over
look the importance of impressing upon 
the South Vietnamese the importance 
of some of the vital cornerstones of 
democracy such as habeas corpus. For 
what purpose have we expended all of 
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these lives and these billions of dollars 
if the country for which we gave so much 
does not even guarantee its citizens the 
most basic of all civil rights-that of a 
trial? 

My amendment would insure-at least 
in part-that the almost unprecedented 
resources which this Nation has used in 
behalf of South Vietnam and its effort 
to establish a democracy has not been in 
vain. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of this amendment 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1372 
On page 16, line 23, add the following new 

subsection: 
"(f) No funds are authorized to be appro

priated or made available under thts subsec
tion unless and until the President notifies 
the Congress 1n writing that he has received 
formal assurances that the Government of 
South Vietnam w111 release by December 31, 
1974 a.II persons sentenced and imprisoned 
without benefit of formal court trial or de
fense counsel, and that all such persons and 
political prisoners will have restored to them 
their civil rights." 

AMENDMENT NO. 1373 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I am 
today submitting an amendment to the 
Military procurement bill which would 
insure that the Defense Department ob
tain the consent of Congress before 
transferring any of the material pres
ently held in the war reserve stocks, 
allies-WRSA-to any other govern
ment. 

The Pentagon recently announced that 
its last three budget requests included 
a total of more than $1.8 billion to build 
a reserve stockpile of weapons for pos
sible use by the allies in Asia-rather 
than by American forces. 

To my knowledge, the Pentagon has 
never produced any record to any com
mittee of Congress proving that the re
quest for such funds had been clearly 
labeled or explained to Congress. In fact, 
it was less than a month ago that the 
distinguished chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, Senator FQ'LBRIGHT 
discovered that the administration was 
hiding $490 million of war reserve funds 
in the new fiscal 1975 budget now before 
the Senate. According to a Washington 
Post story on the newly discovered "war 
reserve" equipment, neither the United 
States budget for fiscal year 1975 nor 
any other publicly released document at 
this time makes any mention of the war 
reserve stocks for allies. 

It has always been conunon knowledge 
I think, that the United States stock
piled equipment for its own forces. But 
it was not known generally that weapons 
were being stockpiled for other nations, 
even though those weapons would be un
der our Government's control. 

The Pentagon has stated that the war 
reserve stocks for allies cannot be re
leased until a conscious Presidential 
decision with the appropriate congres
sional consultation is made. If this is so, 
then they should not have any qualms 
about supporting my amendment. For all 
that my amendment would do is to in
sure that such consultation is made and 
that the Congress approve of such a 
transaction before it is made. If we must 
approve the funds for the equipment in 
the first place, then surely we should also 
be in a position to approve or disapprove 
DOD's giving that equipment away. 

It is my understanding that the basic 
rationale behind the stockpiling of weap
ons for allies is to have a ready supply of 
arms-other than those earmarked for 
U.S. units-which could be used in an 
emergency by such countries as Vietnam, 
Thailand, Korea, or any other ally. If 
this understanding is correct, then my 
amendment would not only insure con
gressional oversight, it could allow for 
replenishment of any expended supplies 
should that be necessary. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this amendment be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1373 
On page 3, below line 22, add the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. 102. No weapons, equipment or other 

material from the War Reserve Stocks, Allies 
may be transferred from U.S. control to other 
governments without specific authorization 
erected by the Congress enacted after the 
date of enactment of this a.ct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1374 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I am 
submitting an amendment to the mili
tary authorization bill to amend a law 
that has been on the books for more 
than a century, a law that is almost 
completely unknown to the public and 
has only the most minimal visibility to 
Members of Congress. Yet through a 
"backdoor" and obscure financing tech
nique, the Department of Defense has 
been able to skirt the normal appropria
tions process and obligate hundreds of 

ATIACHMENT 1 

millions of dollars. They make the vital 
financial commitment; in a perfunctory 
way we later pay for it. 

The process works this way. Instead of 
coming to Congress and justifying their 
budget requests, obtaining appropria
tions with support of both Houses and 
then obligating and expending the 
money, the process is reversed. The 
Pentagon is allowed to first obligate the 
money-without any participation by 
Congress in the decision-and then come 
to Congress at some later point to obtain 
funds to liquidate the obligation. By that 
time the hands of Congress are tied. The 
obligation is legal and binding. We have 
no choice but to appropriate the money. 

In short, the essential commitment of 
Treasury resources is made not by the 
people's representatives, responsible for 
protecting the power of the purse, but by 
nonelected officials in the executive 
branch. 

The law I speak of is found in title 41 
of the United States Code, section 11. 
Sometimes it is referred to as Revised 
Statute 3732. More familiarly it is known 
as the "feed and forage law," a name that 
by itself captures the ancient flavor of 
this legislation. Whereas other agencies 
of the Government are forbidden from 
entering into contracts or making pur
chases unless they first have an appro- · 
priation, this law allows the Depart
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
to make contracts and purchases-in ad
vance of appropriations-for clothing, 
subsistence, forage, fuel, quarters, trans
portation, or medical and hospital sup
plies. This is permanent authority. It re
mains in force year after year, decade 
after decade, without any action required 
by Congress. 

Other than designating the categories 
that can be funded, the law contains only 
one other restriction: the obligations in
curred "shall not exceed the necessities 
of the current year." Basically it is open
ended authority, invoked whenever the 
Department of Defense decides it is time, 
for whatever amounts it thinks neces
sary. 

I have been unable to obtain a full ac
counting of this law, but it appears that 
in the brief period from 1960 to 1972 the 
Pentagon relied on this authority to obli
gate $1.7 billion. These statistics, com
piled by the Comptroller's Office in the 
Department of Defense, are shown in the 
following table, which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

USE OF THE AUTHORITY OF SEC. 3732, REVISED STATUTES (41 U.S.C. 11) 

Fiscal year and appropriation 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMYl 

1962-0peration and maintenance, Army ___________________ _ 

1966-Military personnel, Army ____ -------------------------
1966-0peration and maintenance, Army ____ - ---·----- - ------

1967-0peration and maintenance, Army ____ - ------ - ---------
1968-Military Personnel, Army ___ ----------- ______ ---------

Amount 
authorized 

(thousands) 

$54, 044 

28, 000 
139, 600 

7,433 
93,400 

Amount Ultimate method 
used of financing 

(thousands) (dollars in thousands) 

Program in which the 
deficiencies were incurred 
and reason for use 

$54, 040 DOD Appropriation Act 1966 Public Law Funds were required to cover deficiencies in transporta-
89-213. ' ' tion, fuel, medical and hospital supplies, clothing, and 

maintenance. 
0 

138, 602 142,165 restoration authorized (Public Law Funds were required to cover deficiencies in transporta-
91-171). tion, fuel, medical and hospital supplies, and main

tenance. 
0 
0 
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Fiscal year and appropriation 

1968-0peration and maintenance, Army ___________________ _ 

1968-0peration and maintenance, Army National Guard _______ _ 
1969- Military personnel, Army ___________________ ----- -----
1969-National Guard personnel, Army ______________________ _ 
1969-0peration and maintenance, Army ____________________ _ 
1969- 0peration and maintenance, Army National Guard ______ _ 
1972- 0peration and maintenance, Army ____________________ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY a 

1966- Military personnel, Navy _____________ ________ ---------

1966- Military personnel , Marine Corps _____________________ _ 

1966-0peration and maintenance, Navy_-·------------ _____ _ 

1966-0peration and maintenance, Marine Corps _____________ _ 

1968- 0perl)tinn and maintenan~e. Navy ____________________ _ 
1968-0peration and maintenance, Marine Corps _____________ _ 
1968- Military personnel, Navy ___ -- -- ----------------------
1968- Military personnel, Marine Corps _____________________ _ 
1968- Reserve personnel, Navy ____________________ _ ------ __ 
1969-Military personnel, Navy ___ ------------------- ---- ---
1969 - Military personnel. Marine Corps _____________________ _ 
1969-Reserve personnel, Marine Corps _____________________ _ 
1969-0peration and maintenance, Navy ____________________ _ 
1969-0peration and maintenance, Marine Corps _____________ _ 

1972-Military personnel, Navy ____ ____ ____ ------- _________ _ 
1972-0peration and maintenance, Navy __________________ __ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE• 

1966-Military personnel, Air Force _____ ___ _________________ _ 

1968-Military personnel, Air Force _____________________ ____ _ 
1968-0peration and maintenance, Air Force ____ -------------
1969-Militarv personnP.I, Air Force _________________________ _ 
1969- 0peration and maintenance, Air Force ____ ______ ____ __ _ 
1969-0peration and maintenance, Air National Guard ________ _ 
1972- 0peration and maintenance, Air Force ________________ _ 

DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY 

1969-0peration and maintenance, Defense agencies _________ _ 

1 Data prior to 1960 not available. 
2 Preliminarv, June 30, 1972. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, what 
was the origin of this law? How did Con
gress come to delegate such vast author
ity? Are the reasons that prompted the 
appearance of this law more than a cen
tury ago still valid today? 

Unfortunately, most of what is known 
about this statute is erroneous or mis
leading. It is generally regarded as a 
Civil War law, since the bulk of the lan
guage was adopted in 1861. This suggests 
that at a time of genuine emergency 
Congress decided to entrust to executive 
officials this extraordinary authority. The 
argument can then be made that we con
tinue to live under crisis conditions and 
therefore this statute, although passed 
at a different time and under different 
circumstances, is still needed today. 

ORIGIN OF THE LAW 

Let me first clear up this misconcep
tion. The feed and forage law is not a 
Civil War statute. It is not an emergency 
statute borne of war. The basis for this 
legislation goes back to 1820. Prior to that 
time the Members of Congress had be
come concerned about the manner in 
which executive departments applied-or 
misapplied-public funds. An act of 1820 
represented an important effort by Con
gress to tighten its control over the purse. 
On January 12 the House Ways and 
Means Committee reported out a bill to 

CXX--1088-Part 13 

Amount 
authorized 

(thousands) 

Amount Ultimate method 
used of financing 

(thousands) (dollars in thousands) 

Program in which the 
deficiencies were incurred 
and reason for use 

$1, 269, 100 $1, 134, 830 Transfer from emergency fund, Public Law Funds were required to cover deficiencies in transporta-
90- 392 (2d supplemental, 1968). tion, fuel, medical and hospital supplies, clothing, and 

maintenance of aircraft. 
l, 800 

410, 000 
16, 400 
13, 000 

181, 300 
75, 800 

1, 828 _____ do_________________________________ Do. 
0 ---------------- --------- ----------- ----
0 --- - - - ------- -- ----- ---- ----- -- ----- -- --
0 - -- - --- -- -- ----- - ----- ------ ----- ---- ---
0 - -- ---- --- --- -- --- -- ---- -- -- -- ----- - --- -

2 75, 800 Undetermined ___________________________ To cover transportation in connection with increased 
activities in Southeast Asia. 

28, 400 23, 600 Recoveries of prior-year obligations. ________ Funds were required to cover deficiencies in subsistence 

19, 000 

83, 700 

of enlisted personnel, PCS trav~I costs, and clothing 
allowance for enlisted personnel. 

1, 700 __ ___ do _________________________________ Funds were required to cover deficiencies in subsistence, 
PCS travel costs, and clothing. 

66, 000 DOD Appropriation Act, 1970, Public Law 
91- 171 and United States Code 701-708 
~ransfer of $65,963,088.16 from 0. & M., 
N "M" accoul'lt to 0. & M., N fiscal year 
1966 account). 

Funds were required to cover deficiencies in ship a~tivi
ties and overhaul, fuel, and transportation of things. 

Recovery of prior year obligations _________ Funds were required to cover deficiencies in depot sup-
ply maintenance, training and operation, and trans

7, 900 6, 800 

338, 700 0 -- ------------ --------- - ----- --------- - -
portation of things. 

46, 600 0 --- ------------------------ -------------
142, 800 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
31, 900 0 ----------------------------------------
5, 900 0 -------------- ~ - ------------- ------- ----

220, 200 0 --- --- - -- -- -- -- - - ---- -- -- --- -- -- --- - -- --
61 , 500 0 --------------------------------------- -

6, 400 0 -- - - - - --- -- - - -- - - -- - - - --- - -- - - ----------
20, 000 0 ----------------------------------------
28, 900 3, 600 Recovery of prior year obligations _________ Funds were required to cover deficiencies in the cost of 

2,800 
91, 100 

45, 100 

72, 700 
528, 100 
41.3,600 
398, 500 

15, 700 
85, 000 

15, 900 

0 --- --- ---- -- ---- --- ---------- --------- --
transportation of things. 

2 78, 300 Undetermined __________________________ _ 

40, 323 Administrative cancellation _______________ Funds were required to cover deficiency in subsistence 

0 - --- ------- ---- -- ----- ------- ------- --- -
0 - -- - ---------- ------- ---------------- -- -
0 -- ----- -------- -- -------- - ----- ------ -- -
0 ---- ----------- ------ ----- ------------ --
0 -- --------- -- -- --------- - --- -- - -- -- ---- -

of enlisted personnel and PCS travel costs. 

270.105 Undeiermined ___________________________ To cover minimum essential costs for increased opera-

0 -- -- -- - - -- ----- --- - -~ --- ------------- - --

tions in SouthP.3st Asia for fuel, supplie.~. mainte
nance, tr<1nsportation, special air missions, temporary 
duty travel, and other personnel support. 

• Date prior to 1966 not available. 
• Data prior to 1954 are not available. 

regulate the Treasury, War, and Navy 
Departments. The purpose of the bill was 
to restrict the availability of unexpend
ed balances for the War and Navy De
partments and to direct the Secretary of 
the Treasury to make annual reports on 
the balances remaining the Treasury or 
in the hands of the Treasurer. The latter 
had been acting as agent for the War 
and Navy Departments. 

A week later the bill was recommitted 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
When reported out again on March 6 it 
was substantially enlarged. The bill now 
included additional restrictions on the 
military departments, such as the prac
tice of transferring funds from 1 year to 
the next or from one account to another. 
Moreover, the bill also included a pre
cursor to the feed and forage law: 

SEc. 6. And be it further enacted, That no 
contract shall hereafter be made by the Sec
retary of State, or of the Treasury, or of the 
Department of War, or of the Navy, except 
under a law authorizing the same, or under 
an appropriation adequate to its fulfillment; 
and excepting, also contracts for the sub
sistence and clothing of the army or navy, 
and con tracts by the Quartermaster Depart
ment, which may be made by the Secretaries 
of those Departments. 

In 1820, it was the responsibility of the 
Quartermaster's Department to provide 
all forage, fuel, straw, and stationery for 

the use of the troops, to provide for the 
quartering and transportation of the 
troops, and for the transporting of all 
military stores, camp equipment, and 
artillery. This helps explain why later 
amendments to the feed and forage law, 
after omitting reference to the Quarter
master's Department, had to specify the 
categories of forage, fuel, quarters, and 
transportation. 

The 1820 bill passed both Houses in 
substantially the same form as the March 
6 version reported out by the Ways and 
Means Oommittee. If the bill prompted 
any debate or discussion on the :floor, the 
record does not show it. But some insight 
into the origin of the feed-and-forsage 
provision is gained by looking at the de
bate on the military appropriations bill, 
which took place March 8 and 9. Henry 
Clay, the Speaker of the House, criticized 
the executive departments for enter
ing into contracts prior to congressional 
authorization or appropriation: 

Mr. Clay did not concur, he said, 1n the 
idea that any contract made by an officer of 
the Government, was binding on Congress. If 
contracts were made, for example, for the 
erection of fortifications where they were 
not wanted, was the Government bound to 
execute the work? Certainly not. They might 
take back the contract, paying the other 
party all damages and cost he may have sus
tained by the annulment of the contract. 
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Lewis Williams, a Representative from 

North Carolina, agreed that executive 
officers had no right to make contracts 
in anticipation of congressional support, 
while William McCoy of Virginia pro
tested "the practice of permitting the 
heads of departments to legislate for 
Congress, and to pledge the funds of the 
Government to any extent, at their pleas
ure. As a general principle, contracts 
ought not to be made by officers of the 
Government but under the authority of 
law." 

In restricting this practice, the Mem
bers of Congress decided to allow flexibil
ity in the case of contracts for the sub
sistence and clothing of the War and 
Navy Departments and contracts by the 
Quartermaster's Department. An element 
of flexibility was particularly necessary 
since other forms of executive discre
tion-access to unexpended balanced and 
transfer authority-were being brought 
under closer legislative control. A desire 
to supply the elementary needs of the 
military was thus the primary impulse 
behind the enactment of section 6 of the 
1820 law. Several decades later the Su
preme Court in the Floyd acceptances-
1869-off ered its understanding for the 
appearance of section 6: 

It will thus be seen that contracts for the 
subsistence and clothing of the army and 
navy, by the secretaries, are not ti~d up by 
any necessity of an appropriation or law au
thorizing it. The reason of this is obvious. 
The army and navy must be fed, and clothed, 
and cared for at an times and places, and 
especially when in distant service. The army 
in Mexico or Utah are not to be disbanded 
and left to take ca.re of themselves, because 
the appropriation by Congress, for the service, 
has been exhausted, or no law can be found 
on the statute book authorizing a contract 
for supplies. 

Another step toward the feed-and
forage law was taken in 1852. In report
ing out the Army and Navy appropriation 
bills, the House Ways and Means Com
mittee added a section to forbid the 
transfer of funds from one account to 
another. That prohibition was enacted 
into law in the case of the Navy bill, but 
the same prohibition in the Army bill was 
modified by the Senate Finance Commit
tee to give the President limited author
ity to transfer funds for "subsistence of 
the Army, for forage, for the medical and 
hospital departments, and for the Quar
termaster's Department." Senator Hun
ter, chairman of the Finance Committee, 
explained that the prohibition on trans
fers was to be "put on the footing of the 
law of 1820." The Senate modification 
was included in the final section that be
came law: 

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That all 
acts or parts of acts authorizing the Presi
dent of the United States, or tµe secretary of 
the proper department, under his direction, 
to transfer any portion of the moneys ap
propriated for a particular branch of expend
iture in that department, to be applied to 
another branch of expenditure in the same 
department, be, and are hereby, so far as re
lates to the Department of War, repealed; 
and no portions of the moneys appropriated 
by this act shall be applied to the payment 
of any expenses incurred prior to the first 
day of July, one thousand eight hundred and 
fifty-two. But nothing herein contained shall 
be so construed as to prevent the President 
from authorizing appropriations for the sub-

sistence of the army, for forage, for the medi
cal and hospital departments, and for the 
quarter-master's department, to be applied 
to any other of the above-mentioned 
branches of expenditure in the same depa.rt
men t, and appropriations made for a specific 
object for one fiscal year, shall not be trans
ferred to any other object, after the expira
tion of that year. 

THE 1820-61 PERIOD 

From 1820 to 1861 Congress imposed 
a number of restrictions on the power of 
executive departments to shift funds 
from one year to the next, from one ac
count to another, and to contract for 
items in advance of appropriations. In 
curbing such powers, Congress repeatedly 
found it necessary to allow the military 
departments a certain level of flexibility. 
The needs of soldiers on the distant 
frontiers were not to go unmet because 
of inadequate funds or contracting 
authority. 

Part of this flexibility was needed be
cause of the lack of adequate transporta
tion and communication facilities during 
that period. In 1840, whether by rivers, 
canals, or turnpikes, it took almost 1 week 
to travel from New York to Cleveland 
and 3 weeks to go from New York to 
Chicago. Communications were still at a 
primitive state. Samuel Morse developed 
the first practical telegraph in 1832, but 
it was not until 1844 that a message was 
transmitted over the first experimental 
line running from Baltimore to Washing
tion. Tne telephone, invented in 1877, was 
not available for distance communication 
until 1884, at which time a conversation 
was held between New York and Boston 
While those advances facilitated com
munication between the major cities, 
they offered little help in relaying mes
sages from Washington to the military 
outposts. Under such conditions the 
health and well-being of the soldiers de
pended very greatly on the feed-and-for
age authority. 

This limited authority was especially 
important in the event that Congress did 
not pass the regular Army and Navy 
appropriation bills on time. 

For instance, the Secretary of the Navy 
complained about late appropriations in 
his rePort of December 2, 1825. He ex
plained that the Nav:y appropriation bill 
was generally passed late in February of 
the short session and generally not until 
May ot the long session. Since the budget 
year at that time began on January l, 
this meant a delay of from 2 to 5 months. 
It was also the practice of Congress to 
change the wording and character of 
an appropriation, resulting in a further 
delay of from 1 month to 6 weeks before 
legislative instructions were given to and 
acted upon by Navy agents. The Secre
tary of the Navy concluded that "for 
nearly one-half of the year, the Depart
ment acts in perfect ignorance of the 
law under which it is bound to act." 

In 1842 Congress adopted the present 
fiscal year budget, letting the year run 
from July 1 to the following June 30. 
Even with this additional time for Con
gress to provide funds, the fiscal year of
ten began without an appropriation for 
a department. That was the situation 
in August 1856 when Congress adjourned 
without passing the Army appropriation 
bill. In calling Congress back in special 

session for that purpose, President Pierce 
noted that he had partial authority to 
contract for the supply of clothing and 
subsistence. But if Congress did not ap
propriate funds for the Army: 

The executive will no longer be able to 
furnish the transportation, equipment, and 
munitions which a.re essential to the effec
tiveness of a. military force in the field. With 
no provision for the pay of troops the con
tracts of enlistment would be broken and 
the Army must in effect be disbanded, the 
consequences of which would be so disastrous 
as to demand iall possible efforts to avert the 
calamity. 

He alerted Congress to other injustices : 
A great pa.rt of <the Army is situated on the 

remote frontier or in the deserts and moun
tains of the interior. To discharge large 
bodies of men in such places without the 
means of regaining their homes, and where 
few, 1f any, could obtain subsistence by hon
est industry, would be to subjeot them to 
suffering and temptation, with disregard of 
justice and right most derogatory to the Gov
ernment. 

President Pierce also described the 
threats of Indian raids against the in
habitants of the Territories of Washing
ton and Oregon, on the Western plains, 
and in Texas, New Mexico, and Florida. 
He feared that disbandment of the Army 
would invite-

Hordes of predatory savages from the 
Western plains and the Rocky Mountains to 
spread devastation along a. frontier of more 
than 4,000 miles in extent and to deliver up 
the sparse population of a. vast tract of coun
try to rapine and murder. 

Congress passed the Army appropria
tion bill 9 days later. 

1860-61 STATUTES 

The Legislative, Executive, and Judi
cial Appropriation Act of 1860 contained 
two sections that restricted executive 
spending discretion. Section 2 repealed a 
provision that had allowed departments 
to reduce deficiencies in some accounts by 
drawing on surpluses elsewhere. Section 
3 contained several provisions relating 
to public bids for contracts, the feed
and-forage authority, and restrictions on 
the purchase of patented arms or mili
tary supplies. The following history 
shows how those two sections were re~ 
lated. 

When the bill was first reported out of 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
on March 19, 1860, it contained the fol
lowing section placing restrictions on de
partmental spending power: 

SEc. 2. And be it further enacted, That no 
part of the a.mount appropriated by any a.ct 
of Congress for the service of any one fiscal 
year shall be used for or applied to the service 
of any other year, nor be transferred to or 
used for any branch of expenditure than that 
for which it may be specifically appropriated; 
and that the twenty-third section of the act 
entitled "An a.ct legalizing and making ap
propriations for such necessary objects a.s 
have been usually included in the general 
appropriation bills, without authority of law, 
and to fix and provide for certain incidental 
expenses of the departments and offices of 
the government, and for other purposes," is 
hereby repealed. 

The section therefore had three f ea
tures: a prohibition on transfer of funds 
between fiscal years; a prohibition on 
transfer of funds between appropriation 
accounts; and repeal of a section, passed 
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in 1842, which had given departmental 
heads authority to cover deficiencies by 
drawing on surpluses. There was no com
mittee report to elaborate on the objec
tives and purposes to be served by sec
tion 2. 

John Sherman, chairman of House 
Ways and Means, asked that section 2 be 
modified by striking out the first part 
-relating to transfers between years and 
by adding the date of August 26, 1842, to 
identify the act that contained section 
23. The language of section 2 was modi
fied as requested by Sherman and in
cluded in the bill passed by the House. 

The Senate Finance Committee rec
ommended that section 2 be deleted. Al
though there was no committee report 
to explain why, Senator Robert M. T. 
Hunter, chairman of the committee, told 
his colleagues that the Finance Com
mittee "did not believe such a change 
would work well .... [TJhey have been 
constantly restricting the power of the 
departments in regard to transfers, until 
they have restrained them as far as we 
think is proper." Hunter expressed ap
prehension that a total prohibition on 
transfers "will turn out to be that we 
shall make larger appropriations than 
otherwise would be necessary. In other 
words, departments would pad their esti
mates as a hedge against unexpected 
contingencies and expenses. 

The Senate adopted the recommenda
tion of its Finance Committee and 
deleted section 2. Senator Jefferson 
Davis then offered the following amend
ment: 

And be it further enacted, That all pur
chases and contracts for supplies or services 
in any of the departments of the Govern
ment, except for personal services, when the 
public exigencies do not require the im
mediate delivery of the article or articles or 
performance of the service, shall be made by 
advertising a sufficient time previo~sly for 
proposals respecting the same. When im
mediate delivery or performance is required 
by the public exigency, the articles of service 
required may be procured by open purchase 
or contra.ct a.t the places and in the manner 
in which such articles are usually bought 
and sold, or such service engaged between 
individuals. No contract or purchase shall 
hereafter be ma.de unless the same be au
thorized by law, or be under a.n appropria
tion adequate to its fulfillment, except in 
the War and Navy Departments for clothing, 
subsistence, forage, fuel, quarters, or trans
portation, which, however, shall not exceed 
the necessities of the current year. No arms 
nor military supplies whatever, which are of 
a patented invention, shall be purchased, nor 
the right of using or applying any pretended 
invention, unless the same shall be author
ized by law, and the appropriation therefore 
explicitly set forth that it is for such 
patented invention. 

The only explanation for this amend
ment consisted of these words by Senator 
Davis: 

That ls supplemental to existing legisla
tion, and I think it will perfect the restric
tions now imposed upon contracts for public 
supplies. It also introduces a new feature, 
that of preventing the purchase of patents 
from individuals for public use, unless Con
gress shall first make a.n appropriation for 
the purpose. 

The Davis amendment was adopted 
without any discussion. 

The House did not concur in the dele
tion of section 2. It proposed that the 
repeal of section 23-regarding general 
transfer authority-be put back in the 
bill. In turn, the House agreed to accept 
the new Senate language. Representa
tive Justin Morrill explained that this 
would "circumscribe the discretion upon 
the part of the different departments of 
the Government; so that no transfer can 
be made from one appropriation to an
other, except for subsistence, forage, and 
in the commissary and medical depart
ments of the Army. There it seems to be 
absolutely necessary; for our men must 
be fed and clothed, wherever they may 
be. All discretion in reference to other 
departments will be entirely prohibited, 
if this amendment be agreed to." 

On the following day Senator Hunter 
described the House compromise as 
having the effect of leaving "to the War 
Department the power of transfer that 
it now has, and to repeal that section of 
the act of 1842 under which other de
partments have transferred to some ex
tent." With regard to the War Depart
ment's transfer power, he was apparently 
ref erring to section 2 of the Army Ap
propriations Act of 1852 which permitted 
the President to transfer funds "for the 
subsistence of the army, for forage, for 
the medical and hospital departments, 
and for the quartermaster's depart
ment." 

As agreed to by the House and the Sen
ate and enacted into law, the 1860 bill 
contained these two restrictions on ex
ecutive spending discretion: 

SEc. 2. And be it further enacted, That 
the twenty-third section of the act entitled 
"An act legalizing and making appropria
tions for such necessary objects as have 
usually been included in the general ap
propriation bills without authority of law, 
and to fix and provide for certain inciden
tal expenses of the departments and of
fices of the government, and for other pur
poses," approved twenty-sixth August, 
eighteen hundred and forty-two, is hereby 
repealed: and the Secretary of the Interior 
is hereby authorized to pay, out of any 
moneys in the treasury not otherwise ap
propriated, such amount as may by him 
be regarded as reasonable and just for the 
rent of the rooms occupied by the United 
States courts at Los Angeles, California, 
from the twenty-seventh October, eighteen 
hundred and fifty-four, to the fifth August, 
eighteen hundred and fifty-six: Provided, 
That the whole amount paid shall not ex
ceed the sum of three thousand dollars. 

SEc. 3. And be it further enacted, That 
all purchases and contracts for supplies 
or services in any of the departments of 
the government, except for personal serv
ices, when the public exigencies do not re
quire the immediate delivery of the article 
or articles, or performance of the service, 
shall be made by advertising, a sufficient 
time previously, for proposals respecting 
the same. When immediate delivery or per
formance is required by the public exigency, 
the articles or service required may be pro
cured by open purchase or contra.ct at the 
places and in the manner in which such 
articles are usually bought and sold, or 
such services engaged between individuals. 
No contract or purchase shall hereafter 
be made unless the same be authorized by 
law, or be under an appropriation ade
quate to its fulfillment, except in the War 
and Navy Departments, for clothing, sub
sistence, forage, fuel, quarters or trans-

portatlon, which, nowever, shall not exceed 
the necessities of the current year. No arms. 
nor m111tary supplies whatever, which are 
of a patented invention, shall be purchased 
nor the right of using or applying any 
patented invention, unless the same shall 
be authorized by law, and the appropria
tion therefor explicitly set forth that it is 
for such patented invention. 

The picture at this point becomes 
more complex and confusing, for 
(section 3 of the 1860 act-containing 
the feed-and-storage provision-was 
amended by the naval appropriations 
bill, enacted on February 21, 1861. 
When the bill was reported out of the 
House Ways and Means Committee on 
January 7, 1861, it did not contain any 
general r-.;strictions on executive spend
ing discretion. On the floor, however, 
Representative Thomas Jefferson of 
Pennsylvania offered an amendment to 
broaden the authority of the Secre
taries of War and Navy to purchase 
patented arms: 

Provided, That so far as it prevents th~ 
discretion of these officers in the purchas~ 
and use of any article required for the pur
poses and use of the Army and Navy which 
may have been patented, the Secretary 
of War and the Secretary of the Navy are 
fully authorized and permitted to make 
any purchases and to secure the use of any 
article in their judgment absolutely needed 
or required for the public service now for
bidden by the provisions of the second sec
tion of the act making appropriations "for 
sundry civil expenses of the Government," 
approved June 23, 1860. 

In actual fact, the Sundry Civil Ex
penses Act became law on June 25, 
1860, and it did not contain a section 
relating to patented arms for the Army 
and the Navy. Representative Florence 
must have been referring to section 3 of 
the 1860 act. John Sherman made a 
point of order against th6' Florence 
amendment because it "repeals a law 
enacted on this subject at the last 
session of Congress." The point of or
der was sustained and the naval bill 
passed the House without reference to 
section 2 or section 3 of the 1860 act. 

Nevertheless, concern about the re
striction on patented arms resurfaced on 
the Senate side. Senator John P. Hale, 
member of the Naval Affairs Committee, 
offered an amendment to repeal section 3 
of the 1860 act. As justification for the 
repeal he read from a report in which the 
Secretary of the Navy said that section 3 
was injurious because it restricted the 
Navy's access to patented arms and mili
tary supplies. The effect, according to the 
Secretary, was to confine the Navy to 
antiquated equipment. Senator Hale de
scribed section 3 as "inconvenient and 
inhumane to the sailors; and the Secre
tary asks us to repeal the law that pre
vents him from buying these patented 
articles, and also which compels him to 
advertise for everything he wants to buy. 
There are certain articles which he 
should be at liberty to buy without ad
vertisement, which discretion is taken 
away by this act. We propose, now, 
merely to repeal it." 

Senator James Pearce, ranking Repub
lican on the Finance Committee, agreed 
that it would be advisable to modify the 
law by allowing the Secretaries of the 
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War and Navy Departments "to pur
chase many of the articles which have 
been mentioned in the paper [by the 
Secretary of the Navy] that has been 
read at the Secretary's table; but I 
should like to see the provision so far as 
it regards the purchase of patented arms, 
retained in the law." The Senate agreed 
to the following language: 

And be it further en'lcted, That the third 
section of an act entitled "An act making 
appropriations for the legislative, executive, 
and judicial expenses of the Government for 
the year ending 30th of June, 1861," and ap
proved June 23, 1860, be, and the same is 
hereby, repealed, except so far as the said 
section prohibits the purchase of patented 
fire-arms, as to which the said section shall 
still be in force. 

On the House side, Representative 
George Hughes of Maryland moved that 
the section on firearms be repealed as 
well-

The War and Navy Departments should 
have the right to purchase such patented 
arms as they may need. I am not a little 
surprised that the repeal of this part of the 
act is not provided for in this amendment. . 

Hughes withdrew his amendment, the 
House refused to concur in the Senate 
language, and the task of devising an ac
ceptable alternative therefore fell upon 
the conference committee. As enacted 
into law, the naval appropriations bill 
contained the following: 

SEC. 5. And bE" •.t further enacted, That the 
third section of the act entitled "An act 
making appropriations for the legislative, 
executive, and judicial expenses of the Gov
ernment for the year ending the thirtieth of 
June, eighteen hundred and sixty-one," ap
proved June twenty-three, eighteen hundred 
and sixty, be and the same is hereby re
pealed, except so far as the said section 
prohibits the purchase of patented firearms, 
as to which the said section shall still be 
in force. 

This meant that the House and the 
Senate had inadvertently repealed the 
feed-and-forage provision, a mistake 
which Congress remedied within a few 
weeks by adding a section to the Sundry 
Civil Expenses Act. 

As reported out of House Ways and 
Means, the Sundry Civil Expenses Act of 
1861 contained nothing about transfer 
or feed-and-forage authority. Nor did 
those subjects appear in the bill as passed 
by the House or reported out of Senate 
Finance. On February 25, 1861, however, 
Senator James Simmons of Rhode Island 
offered an amendment to repeal section 
3 of the 1860 act. He noted that the pro
vision on patented arms prevented the 
Secretary of War from purchasing any
thing "but some of those old flintlock 
guns. I think it is ab~~t time we had good 
arms, if we are to have any." Senator 
Pearce objected to the amendment on 
the ground that it would allow the Secre
tary of War to indulge in favoritism 
when awarding contracts, but the 
amendment was agreed to by the 
Senate. 

What came out of conference was sub
stantially different. Two parts of the 1860 
act were revived: the provision for pub
lic bids for contracts and the feed-and
forage authority. Section 10 of the Sun
dry Civil Expenses Act of 1861 read as 
follows: 

SEc. 10. And be it further enacted, That 
all purchases and contracts for supplies or 
services, in any of the Departments of the 
Government, except for personal services, 
when the public exigencies do not require . 
the immediate delivery of the article or ar
ticles, or performance of the service, shall be 
made by advertising a sufficient time pre
viously for proposals respecting the same. 
When immediate delivery or performance is 
required by the public exigency, the articles 
or service required may be procured by open 
purchase or contract at the places, and in 
the manner in which such articles are usually 
bought ·and sold, or such services engaged 
between individuals. No contract or purchase 
shall hereafter be made, unless the same be 
authorized by law or be under an appropri
ation adequate to its fulfillment, except in 
the War and Na.vy Departments, for clothing, 
subsistence, forage, fuel, quarters, or trans
portation, which, however, shall not exceed 
the necessities of the current year. And the 
third section of the act entitled "An act mak
ing appropriations for the legislative, execu
tive, and judicial expenses of the Govern
ment for the year ending the thirtieth of 
June, eighteen hundred and sixty-one," shall 
be, and the same is hereby, repealed. 

The current authority in title 41, sec
tion 11, of the United States Code differs 
from this 1861 act in three respects. The 
feed-and-forage law now applies to the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. A second 
change occurred in 1906 when the words 
"medical and hospital supplies" were in
serted after "transportation." Third, the 
Department of Defense Appropriatfon 
Act of 1966 included a reporting require
ment for any exercise of authority 
granted in 41 U.S.C. 11. 

AN ANACHRONOUS LAW 

It is apparent that the original con
ditions giving rise to the feed and forage 
law have long since disappeared. The fi
nancial embarrassment facing the Sec
retary of the Navy in 1825 and President 
Pierce in 1856 has no counterpart today. 
If Congress fails to pass appropriations 
for the Defense Department on time, the 
Department is immediately covered by a 
continuing resolution. As a stopgap fund
ing provision, it enables the Department 
to continue operations uninterrupted 
while awaiting final action on the regular 
appropriation bill. At various points in 
the year the Defense Department can 
come to Congress for supplemental ap
propriations to meet unusual and unan
ticipated expenses. 

Furthermore, Congress is no longer a 
part-time legislative body. The 19th and 
20th centuries di:trer markedly in the 
length of congressional sessions. From 
1851 to 1861 the long sessions-the first 
half of a Congress-averaged 236 days, 
while the short sessions-the latter 
half-averaged only 90 days. Today there 
is virtually no short session. As a prac
tical matter we are in session year-round. 

It is also evident that the granting of 
the feed-and-forage authority was char
acteristically tied to the removal of the 
power to transfer funds from one appro
priation account to another. Today, in 
contrast, the Defense Department has 
access both to statutory and nonstatutory 
means of shifting funds from one pro
gram to another. The Department of De
fense Appropriation Act for ft.seal 1974 
contains transfer authority of $625,000,-
000, allowing administrators to take 

funds out of one appropriation account 
and place them in another. The act in
cludes a $5,000,000 contingency fund for 
the Secretary of Defense to be spent at 
his discretion for "emergencies and ex
traordinary expenses." 

Moreover, the entire structure of mili
tary appropriation bills has changed 
fundamentally to give administrators 
additional flexibility. The Army and 
Navy Departments in the 1820-61 period 
were subjected to line-item control by 
Congress. But in recent decades we have 
funded the Defense Department with 
lump-sum appropriations. For example, 
the Defense Appropriation Act for fiscal 
1974 contains a lump-sum amount of $7.1 
billion for the military personnel, Army 
account; $6.5 billion for the operation 
and maintenance, Air Force account; 
$2. 7 billion for the aircraft procurement, 
Navy account; $3.0 billion for Air Force 
research, development, test, and evalua
tion; and other large lump-sum amounts. 

Within those huge accounts the De
partment of Defense is able to repro
gram funds from one project and activ-· 
ity to another. The amount of funds re
programed back and forth in the Defense 
Department involves several billion dol
lars a year, again illustrating the degree 
of spending flexibility available to Pen
tagon officials. The history and magni
tude of this financial operation is de
scribed in a recent study by Louis Fisher 
for the February 1974 issue of the Jour
nal of Politics. 

These examples-and others could be 
cited--demonstrate that the Department 
of Defense has adequate flexibility to 
cope with emergencies and unanticipated 
expenses. But there is still another rea
son for amending this feed and forage 
law. The past few years have highlighted 
the need for budget reform, the need for 
Congress to recapture its p.ower of the 
purse. Nothing is more fundamental, 
more basic to constitutional principles 
than to have financial commitments 
made by Congress and by Congress alone. 
The decision to commit the Nation's re
sources is ours alone. No longer can we 
tolerate the existence of permanent au
thorizations that allow agencies to make 
end-runs around the appropriations 
process. Let the Department of Defense, 
along with other agencies, come through 
the front door . from now on. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the study by Dr. Fisher as well 
as the text of my amendment be in
serted into the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the study 
and amendment were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

REPROGRAMMING OF Fu~rns BY THE DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT 

(By Louis Fisher•) 
It is characteristic of studies on "How a 

bill becomes a law" to conclude with the 
president's signing of the bill. How the bill 
is later implemented and administered rarely 
receives attention. Similarly, we follow the 
process of an appropriation bill up to final 
passage and lose sight of it thereafter. Yet 

•Analyst, Congressional Research Service. 
The Library of Congress. The views expressed 
here are those of the author, not of The 
Library of Congress. 
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highly significant actions occur during the 
postappropriation stage. Members of Con
gress vote with the understanding that funds 
will be obligated and spent for certain pur
poses. Frequently the funds are directed to 
other purposes by executive departments and 
agencies. 

One instrument for executive spending 
flexibility is "reprogramming" of funds with
in an appropriation-a practice regularly 
employed by the Department of Defense, 
Atomic Energy Commission, Department of 
Interior, Veterans' Administration, and other 
federal agencies. Despite the magnitude of 
funds involved and the intriguing questions 
of congressional control and budget priori
ties, little has been written about reprogram
ming. Few students of government have even 
heard of the term, much less know the de
tails of how it operates. 

This article shows how reprogramming has 
developed in the Department of Defense, 
excluding military construction and the 
Corps of Engineers. Of special interest are 
the rationale for reprogramming, the pro
cedures followed, specific magnitudes (dollar 
amounts and number of actions), and the 
irregular uses--or abuses--of reprogram
ming. The paper concludes by discussing the 
recent trend of opening up the reprogram
ming process to allow for more visibility and 
greater participation by members of Con
gress. 

RATIONALE FOR REPROGRAMMING 

Each year the Department of Defense 
comes before Congress to justify its budget 
requests, setting forth in great detail the 
purposes to which the funds are to be ap
plied. Requests are then modified by com
mittee and congressional action, as explained 
in committee reports and by floor action. 
Most of the details in justification sheets 
and changes brought about by committee 
and floor action are subsequently omitted 
from the appropriation bill that becomes law. 
Yet even though Congress appropriates lump
suxn amounts to the Defense Department, it 
is the understanding of the Appropriations 
committees and of the Congress that the 
money will be spent in accordance with the 
original departmental justifications, as 
amended by committee and congressional 
action. Agency officials are expected to keep 
faith with Congress and respect the integrity 
of budget estimates. 

The committees and the agencies recognize 
that it 1s often necessary and desirable to de
part from budget justifications. The Depart
ment of Defense must estimate months and 
sometimes years in advance of the actual 
obligation and expenditure of funds. As the 
budget year unfolds, new and better appli
cations of money come to light. Reprogram
mings are made for a number of reasons, in
cluding unforeseen developments, changing 
requirements, incorrect price estimates, 
wage-rate adjustments, changes in the inter
national situation, and legislation enacted 
subsequent to appropriations. 

Executive flexibility in reprogramming is 
distinct from budget "transfers." First, the 
authority to transfer funds is explicitly 
stated in statutes, whereas the basis for re
programming is entirely nonstatutory: for 
example, committee hearings, committee re
ports, Defense Department directives and in
structions, and even "gentlemen's agree
ments" and understandings that are not 
made part of the public record. And second, 
transfers involve the shifting Of funds from 
one appropriation account to another. Re
programming refers to the shifting of funds 
within an account. The lack of knowledge 
about reprogramming is understandable. The 
practice is based on nonstatutory agreements, 
and it operates at the level of subaccounts 
in the appropriation structure. 

The term "reprogramming" does not ap
pear in committee reports and committee 
hearings until the mid-1905s. Prior to that 
time, however, essentially the same kind of 

budget practice had been carried out under 
different names, such as "transfers," "adjust
ments," and "interchangeability." An article 
by Arthur W. Macmahon in 1943 describes a 
subcommittee process that allowed the Bu
reau of the Census to spend money that had 
been appropriated for a somewhat different 
purpose.1 A committee report in 1940 contains 
an understanding that permitted the Forest 
Service to reallocate appropriations "irre
spective of any earmarking that may have 
been set up in the Budget." 2 Elias Huzar 
wrote about a World War II "gentlemen's 
agreement" requiring the War Department to 
"notify, and get the approval of, the military 
appropriations subcommittees before it ef
fected transfers." a 

Congress consented to this shifting of 
funds during World War II as a necessary 
emergency measure. But as the practice per
sisted, members of the Appropriations com
mittees grew restive and began to reassert 
legislative spending prerogatives. This at
titude was particularly pronounced in 1949 
when Congress adopted the concept of the 
"performance budget,'' shifting the emphasis 
toward lump-sum appropriations. The Na
tional Security Act Amendments of 1949 au
thorized the secretary of defense to prepare 
the budget estimates in such form and man
ner "so as to account for, and report, the cos·t 
of performance of readily identiflable func
tional programs and activities .... " 4 Subse
quent reductions in the number of a,ppropri
ations accounts for the De.fense Department 
resulted in considerable broadening of execu
tive spending flexibility. 

As the reprogramming procedure came to 
require regular reporting by the Defense De
partment and prior approval of selected items 
by designated committees, it developed into a 
technique of providing executive flexibility 
while at the same time preserving congres
sional control. This shift of responsibility to 
committees coincides with the development 
of other forms of the "committee veto," re
quiring executive officials to "come into 
agreement" with designated committees.5 

TABLE 1.-REDUCTION IN THE NUMBER OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATION ACCOUNTS 

Air 
Fiscal year Army Navy Force Other 

1948 _____ ______ _ 40 64 (1) --------1949 ____ ____ ____ 39 53 3 
1950 ___ ___ ______ 34 50 12 
1951__ __________ 26 24 11 
1952 ________ ____ 25 27 9 
1953_ - -- --- -- -- - 10 24 9 
1954 _ ----------- 11 24 8 1955 ____________ 8 22 8 

1 Air Corps funds included under Army. 

Source.- Appropriation acts during these years. 

REPROGRAMMING PROCEDURES 

3 
4 
5 
8 

10 
10 
10 

Total 

104 
98 

100 
66 
69 
53 
53 
48 

Congressional control over defense repro
gramming has progressed through a number 
of stages. The Appropriations committees 
have required the Defense Department: (1) 
to keep them advised of major reprogram
mings; (2) to submit semiannual tabula
tions of reprogramming actions; ( 3) to report 
more frequently; and (4) to obtain prtor 
approval from the Appropriations committees 
for certain categories. By 1961 the Armed 
Services committees were introduced into the 
system of prior approval. The extent of con
gressional participation continued to widen, 
going beyond the subcommittee chairmen 
and ranking minority members to include 
other members of the subcommittees and 
even the full committees of Congress. 

1950-61 
Hearings by the House Committee on Ap

proprtations in 1950 indicate that the shift-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ing of funds within Department of Defense 
(DoD) accounts had become commonplace by 
that time. A representative for the Depart
ment of the Army said that no one could 
"transfer in a subappropriation from one 
project to another without the direct ap
proval of my office except in certatn areas 
where we have allowed 10 percent or $100,000 
whichever is the lesser, in order to have 
flexibility." In addition to this departmental 
control, the army representative presented 
this assurance: 

"As you know, sir, in any change where 
there is a major factor it is discussed with 
the committee. I have made a religious prac
tice of that. I have made no shift whatsoever 
when I figured that they should be brought 
to your attention.'' 6 

The essential check at this point, there
fore, was a disposition on the part of the 
Defense Department to keep faith with the 
Appropriations committees and to preserve 
the integrity of departmental estimates. The 
committees themselves did not receive regu
lar reports, nor did they spell out for the 
Defense Department which reprogrammings 
required committee review prior to imple
mentation. 

The first specific legislative guideline ap
pears in 1954. In reporting out the defense 
appropriations blll, the Senate Appropria
tions Committee identified areas in which 
economies were believed possible. To the ex
tent that reductions could not be accom
plished in the areas suggested "without 
detrimental effect, adjustments should be 
made in such .areas as will not impair the 
program. The committee directs, however, 
that in no instance shall a project within an 
appropriation exceed the amount of the 
original budget estimate." 1 The conference 
report on the 1954 defense bUl further de
fined the authority of the Defense Depart
ment to shift funds within an appropriation: 

" ... it is agreed by the managers that such 
transfers [reprogrammings] shall be effec
tive only with respect to those specific proj
ects which were reduced by the House and 
made the subject of appeal for restoration 
to the Senate and only upon prior approval 
of the Appropriations Committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives for 
the Department of Defense." 8 

During hearings in 1955 on the defense 
budget, Congressman John Taber (R-N.Y.) 
remarked that every year there were at least 
10 or 15 Defense Department reprogramming 
requests asking the House Appropriations 
Committee · to approve a change in some 
items from the justifications. Requests were 
transmitted to the chairman and ranking 
member of the defense subcommittee for 
their consideration. DOD Comptroller Wil
fred J. McNeil, acknowledging that other di
versions took place without the committee's 
knowledge, maintained that clearance was 
obtained from the Appropriations commit
tees on all important matters.9 

In its committee report on the defense ap
propriation blll in 1955, House Appropria
tions admitted that it was not always prac
ticable to adhere rigidly to budget justifica
tions. However, the mere fa,ct that there was 
a lessened requirement in one category did 
not imply either the right or the need for 
the Defense Department to make an increase 
elsewhere. The committee also warned that 
it had never been its intention to permit 
the military departments to have "unre
stricted freedom in reprogramming or shift
ing funds from one category or purpose to 
another without prior notification or con
sent of the Committee." io 

The committee identifled three methods of 
legislative control. In cases where appropria
tions had been provided to cover broad cate
gories, the Defense Department should keep 
faith with the committee and with Congress 
by adhering to the detailed justifications 
presented in support of the Pentagon's 
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budget. Second, when major reprogram
mings were necessary, military departments 
should continue to advise the committee 
both by way of specific request for prior ap
proval and by notification for informational 
purposes. The committee now added a third 
control by requesting semiannual tabula
tions for all reprogramming actions by the 
Defense Department. The Pentagon re
sponded by issuing a set of instructions 
which defined the scope of reporting re
quirements and established criteria as to 
what would constitute a "major reprogram
ming" action.11 

A 1959 report by House Appropriations 
noted that seminannual tabulations, while 
helpful, had not been sufficiently timely. 
Moreover, the practice of having military 
services advise the committee of major re
programmlngs had become "virtually inop
erative." The committee directed that the 
Defense Department report periodically
but in no case less than 30 days after depart
mental approval-the approved reprogram
ming actions involving $1 million or more 
in the case of operation and maintenance, 
$1 million or more for research, development, 
test, and evaluation (RDT&E), and $5 mil
lion or more in the case of procurement. 
Such reports were to indicate the distribu
tion of funds prior to reprogramming, the 
amounts reprogrammed, and a "clear, con
cise statement of the reasons for the action 
ta.ken." New instructions were prepared 
by the Pentagon to comply with the com
mittee's request .12 

1961-73 
During hearings in 1961 on defense appro

priations, it was brought out that t_he navy 
had advised House Appropriations by letter 
$584 million in shipbuilding funds had been 
reprogrammed to start construction on five 
additional Polaris submarines. By the time 
of the hearings, the navy had already a.ward
ed contracts and project orders to shipyards 
for construction. Congressman Gerald Ford, 
Jr. (R-Mich.) reminded the navy official that 
the usual procedure for major programmings 
required the Secretary of Defense to write 
to the committee asking for concurrence. 
"Such obligation action is not ta.ken by the 
Defense Department until this committee 
and I presume others, give a concurrence." 1; 
When asked by Congressman Melvin Laird 
(R-Wis.) why the navy had not obtained 
committee concurrence before transfer
ring shipbuilding funds to the Polaris pro
gram, Adm. Morris A. Hirsch replied: 

"Things have moved very fast in the area 
and this appears to me to have been an 
attempt to get on with something that the 
Defense Department felt should be done, and 
then to make sure that everyone understood 
exactly what had been done possibly a little 
bit later".14 

Howev·er well-intentioned such "end runs" 
might be, the House Appropriations Com
mittee did not like them. It proposed four 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Military 
Operation 

Fiscal year 
and 

personnel maintenance Procurement 

1956 '- ---------- 158 455 1, 515 19571 ___________ 85 214 2, 056 1961 2 ___________ NA NA 2, 796 1962 2 ___________ NA NA 1, 482 1963 2 ___________ NA NA 913 
1964_ - -- -- - -- - - - 40 219 1, 272 
1965_ --- -- -- - - - - 63 230 l, 256 

trols. In a letter to Defense Secretary Rob
changes to tighten up reprogramming con
ert S. McNamara, dated March 20, 1961, Chair
man George H. Mahon (D-Tex.) asked that 
specific committee approvral be required for 
the following caitegories of reprogramming: 

1. Procurement of items omitted or de
leted by Congress. 

2. Programs for which specific reductions 
in the original requests were made by Con
gress. 

3. Programs which had not previously been 
presented to or considered by Congress. 

4. Quantitative program increases pro
posed above the programs originally pre
sented to Congress.16 

McNamara accepted the first two points, 
but not the last two. Charles J. Hitch, Penta
gon Comptroller, reinforced McNamara's ob
jection by expressing concern about sub
stantial additional paperwork burden, not 
only for the Defense Department but for the 
committees. Hitch was also worried that prior 
approval would come to include the Armed 
Services committees as well, because of the 
trend toward annual authorizations (Sec
tion 412) begun in 1959.16 

Mahon wrote McNamara on April 26, 1961, 
agreeing to the more modest reprogramming 
procedure ("at least for a trial period"). Ros
well L. Gilpatric, deputy secretary of defense, 
sent the revised reprogramming understand
ing to Mahon on May 4, 1961, including re
view not only by the Appropriations com
mittees but also by the Armed Services com
mittees. This outline by Gilpatric served as 
guidance 1 until the Defense Department re
wrote its reprogramming directive in 1963.11 

A report by House Appropriations in 1962 
noted "with some concern" that there had 
been no revision of DoD instructions for re
programming since 1959, even though "sig
nificant changes based on mutual instruc
tions" had occurred since that time. The: 
committee asked that the instructions be re 
vised immediately. The revised DoD directive 
was issued the following year.is 

Current DoD directives continue the prac
tice of making semi-annual reports, obtain
ing prior approval on selected items and pro
grams, and making prompt notification on 
others. Proposed reprogramming actions 
must have the personal, specific approval 
either of the secretary of defense or the dep
uty secretary of defense prior to being sub
mitted to the oommittees.10 With respect to 
procure.ment of aircraft, missiles, naval ves
sels, tracked combat vehicles and other weap
ons, prior approval is obtained from the 
Armed Services and Appropriations oommit
tees from both houses for these situations: 

1. Hems deleted by the Congress from pro
grams as originally presented. 

2. Progra;m.s for which specific reductions 
in original amounts requested have been 
made by the Congress. 

3. Any aircraf.t, mi~iles, naval vessels, 
tracked combat vehicles and other weapons 
authorized by legislation reported by the 
Committees on Armed Services in compliance 

TABLE 2.-REPROGRAMING BY PROGRAM ACTIVITY 

[In millions of dollars) 

R.D.T. & E. Total Fiscal year 
Military 

personnel 

NA 2, 128 1966 ___________ _ 75 
NA 2, 355 1967 ____________ 191 
994 3, 791 1968 __ -- - - --- - -- 181 
426 1, 908 1970 ____________ NA 
862 1, 775 1971_ ___________ 366 
473 2, 008 1972 ____________ 328 
434 l, 985 

with Section 412 (b) of Public Law 86-149, as 
amended. 

4. Reprogramming from an earlier fiscal 
year program to a later fiscal year program.20 

With respect to other i terns and categories 
of items covered under defense appropria
tions, prior approval is obtained from only 
the Appropria,.tions committees for these situ
ations: 

1. Procurement of items deleted by the 
Congress from programs as originally pre
sented. 

2. Programs for which specific reductions 
in original amounts requested have been 
made by the Congress. 

3. Reprogramming from an earJJ.er fiscal 
year program to a later fiscal year program .21 

These same three criteria, in the case of 
reprogramming of funds for RDT&E author
ized by Section 412(b), require prior approval 
of the Armed Services committees. Further
more, DoD representatives are to discuss with 
the committees, prior to taking action, any 
other cases involving matters which are 
known to be of "special interest" to one or 
more of the committees. Because of different 
interpretations between the Pentagon and 
the committees as to what constitutes an 
item of "special interest," a reprogramming 
could be submitted in the form of notifica
tion rather than prior approval. 

A controversy in 1972 revealed that DoD 
reporting procedures did not permit full 
compliance with these controls. Despite the 
fact that the secretary of defense and the 
Appropriations committees were required to 
approve any increase in personnel accounts 
thait had been reduced by Congress, the navy 
violated the provision. Melvin Laird, who was 
by now secretary of defense, said that he 
could not ascertain from the reports that the 
navy had failed to comply. The DoD instruc
tion was amended to make such actions more 
visible.22 

The Defense Department defines "prior ap
proval" in the following way: if the secretary 
of defense has not been informed of approval 
or disapproval by the committees within 15 
days after they receive a reprogramming re
quest, "it will be assumed that there is no 
objection to the implementation of the pro
posed reprogramming." 23 That may be the 
assumption, but the Pentagon does not ac
tually proceed with the reprogramming. For 
both the House and the Senate Appropria
tions committees, prior approval means ex
plicit, written approval, whether it takes 
15 days, a month, or longer. In the case of 
the House Armed Services Committee, the 
Defense Department w111 call if the commit
tee does not respond within 15 days. Some
times a verbal approval from the committee 
will be sufficient, with a follow-up letter to 
come. For the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, the Defense Depa.~tment wlll also 
not proceed until it has formal approval, 
eventually in writing. 

Prompt notification (within 48 hours after 
DoD approval) is required for any repro
gramming action, single or cumulative, that 
exceeds these dollar thresholds: 

Operation 
and 

maintenance Procurement R.D.T. & E. Total 

230 1, 552 495 2, 253 
398 2, 234 549 3, 373 
121 3, 899 596 4, 797 
NA NA NA 2, 431 
585 1, 791 523 3, 266 
534 654 164 1, 680 

1 Figures exclude $26,00o,900 and $20,900,000 for fiscal years 1956 and 1957, respectively, for 
reserve components (excluding construction). ~.toneberger, "Appraisal,'' 51. For fis~al years 1965-67, se.e House, Committee on Appropriations, 

Department of Defense Appropriations for 1969, Hearings," 90th Cong., 2d sess., 1968, pt. 
1 :365: F.or fiscal 1968, see . House, Committee on Appropriations, "Department of Defense Ap
propriations for 1970, Hearings," 9lst Cong., 1st sess., 1969, pt. 6 :313. The fiscal 1970 figure is 
from, H. Rept 1570, 9lst Cong., 2d sess,, 1970, 6-7. Figures for fiscal years 1971 and 1972 were 
obtained from the Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (OASD) 
(comptroller). Totals for these years are not always the sum of the program activities becaus 
f1gu res a re ro4nded. 

2 Excludes reprograming actions for personnel, procurement of small arms and tracked vehicles 
operation a~d maintenance, and some other parts of the defense budget. ' 

Source: Fiscal years 1956 and 1957 are taken from House Committee on Appropriations "Depart
ment of Defense Appropriati~ns for 1959, Hearing~," 85~~ Cong., 2d sess., 1958, 255. For fiscal years 
1961-63,. see House, Committee on Armed Serv1cesi Department of Defense Reprograming of 
Appropriated Funds: A Case Study," 89th Cong., st se!JS., 1965, 32. Fiscal 1964 comes from 
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1. An increase of $5 million or more in a 

budget activity in the military personnel 
and operation and maintenance appropria
tions. 

2. An increase of $5 million or more in a 
procuremen t line item or the addition to 
the procu rement line item base of a new 
item in the amount of $2 million or more. 

3. An increase of $2 million or more in any 
budget subac>tlvity line item in an appro
priation for research, development, test and 
evaluation, including the addiltion of a new 
budget subactivity line item of $2 million or 
more, or the addition of a new budget sub
activity line item, the cost of which is esti
mated ·to be $10 million or more within a 
three-year period.24 

Any reprogramming action to which one 
or more of the committees oonce·rned takes 
except ion within 15 days of receipt of the 
notificat iOIIl will be reconsidered by the sec
retary of defense.25 "Reconsideration" gener
ally means that the action will be placed on 
hold until the committees aipprove. 

MAGNITUDES OF REPROGRAMMING 

No comprehensive record of the number 
and dollar amounts of reprogramming ac
tions by the Defense Department has been 
published. Occasionally, in committee hear
ings, committee reports, and oommittee 
prints, figures are made available for par
ticular years. This fraigmentary record is 
compiled here. 

Dollar amounts 
Reprogramming actions submitted to the 

committ~es have ranged between $1.7 billion 
and $4.7 billion, averaging $2 .6 billion a year 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Operation 
Military and 

Fiscal year Personnel maintenance Procurement 

1964 _______ - - - - - 5 52 
1965_ - - - - - -- -- - - 9 49 - 1966 ____________ 10 61 
1967 - -- -- - - - ---- 9 50 

for the 13 years inoluded in Table 2. The 
predominance of procurement and RDT&E 
results from two factors: the interest of 
review committees under prior-approval and 
notification procedures, and the imprecision 
of budget estimates for these program activi
ties. 

Except for fiscal years 1961, 1967, 1968, 
and 1971, total dollar amounts are generally 
in the $2 billion range. The high figure for 
fiscal 1961 coincides with a change in admin
istrations, with reprogramming used by the 
Kennedy .administration as a mechanism to 
modify budget priorities established by his 
predecessor. The war in Southeast Asia no 
doubt accounts for much of the large figures 
for fiscal years 1967 and 1968. The mllitary 
buildup just prior to those two years was 
satisfied primarily by budget supplementals. 

Reprogramming statistics rarely show the 
magnitude of below-the-threshold actions
internal actions by the Defense Department 
that are carried out without committee 
notification or approval. Internal reprogram
ming for fiscal years 1964 through 1967 
accounts for an average of $1.1 blllion a year 
(Table 3) . 

TABLE 3.-REPROGRAMI NG ACTIONS COMPARED TO 
INTERNAL REPROGRAMING 

[In millions of dollars] 

Reprograming Internal 
actions reprograming Total 

Fisca~?6~a~~ ________ 2, 008 853 2, 861 
1965 _ --------- 1, 985 927 2, 912 
1966_ - - - --- - - - 2, 353 1, 247 3, 601 
1967 - - -------- 3, 448 1, 555 5, 004 

TABLE 4.-NUMBER OF REPROGRAMING ACTIONS 

Military 
R.D.T. & E Total Fiscal year personnel 

37 86 1968 __ - - ---- ---- 6 
34 100 1971__ ________ __ 15 
42 116 1972 __ -- -- - ---- - 10 
41 103 

Note: Totals do not always reflect the sums, which have 
been rounded. 

Source: House, Committee on Appropriations, "Departmen 
of Defense Appropriations for 1969, Hearings," 90th Cong., 2d 
sess., 1968, pt. 1 :356. 

Number of reprogramings 

Some idea of the number of reprogram
mings is available for fiscal years 1964-68 
and 1971-72 (Table 4). It should be under
stood that a reprogramming action ls often 
made up of several reprogrammings, with 
funds taken from several projects and re
allocated to other projects. Thus, a large 
number of reprogrammings (sometimes as 
many as 30 to 40) will be packaged together 
and presented as a single request on DD Form 
1415 and given a single DoD serial number. 
The study by Harold W. Stoneberger explored 
this relationship between reprogramming ac
tions and the number of appropriation line 
items affected. He concluded that such re
programming action, on the average, affected 
eight budget line items.26 

Also of interest is a breakdown between 
reprogramming actions that are subject to 
prior approval by the designated committees 
and those that are merely sent to the com
mittees for notification. Such information is 
available for the portion of fiscal 1968 run
ning from July 1, 1967, to February 19, 1968. 
During that period the Defense Department 
sent 97 formal reprogramming actions to the 
review committees. Of the $3.6 billion in
volved, prior approval accounted for only 
$122 million. The balance consisted of sub
missions for notlfication.21 

Operation 
and 

maintenance Procurement R.D.T. & E. Total 

5 77 30 118 
13 66 38 132 
17 32 23 84 

Source: Information for fiscal years 1964 and 1965 comes from House Committee on Appro
p1iations, "Department of Defense Appropriations for 1957, Hearings," 89th Cong., 2d sess., 1966, 
pt. 1 :340. For fiscal years 1966 and 1967, see House. Committee on Appropriations, "Department 
of Defense Appropriations for 1969, Hearings," 90th Cong., 2d sess., 1968, pt. l :365. A discrepancy 
exists between the procurement figure listed in the first source for fiscal 1965 (49 actions) and 

the second source (46 actions). The fiscal 19~8 _figure comes from ~ous~1 Committee on Appro
priations " Department of Defense Appropriations for 1970, Hearings, 9lst Cong., 1st sess. 
0969, pt'. 6 :313. Figures for fiscal 1971 and 1972 ware obtained from the Department of Defense 
lASD (Comptroller). 

mREGULAR USES OF REPROGRAMMING 

Substantial differences exist between re
programming in form and reprogramming 
in practice. Even the most conscientious 
reader of committee hearings, committee re
ports, and DoD directives and instructions 
will be misled as to the actual working of 
reprogramming. 

In the past, for example, "committee ap
proval" was granted not by the full com
mittee-not even by the full subcommlttee
but by a few of the ranking members. In 1973 
in the House Appropriations Committee, ap
proval was granted by the full Subcommittee 
on the Department of Defense (Mahon was 
chairman of both the full committee and 
the defense subcommittee) . In the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, reprogrammlngs 
for minor matters were formerly decided by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Subcommittee on the Defense Depart
ment. The full subcommittee is now brought 
together more frequently to consider repro
gramming actions. 

With regard to authorizing committees, 
the full House Armed Services Committee 
acts on reprogramming requests. The Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, in earlier 
years, used to delegate reprogramming deci
sions to the committee chairman and the 
ranking minority member, assisted by com
mittee counsel. In 1970 a separate Subcom
mittee on Reprograming of Funds was estab
lished. Depending on the issues involved, this 

five-member subcommittee may decide the 
reprogramming request or else pass it on to 
the full committee. The tendency in recent 
years has been toward greater involvement 
by the full committ~e. 

Without access to reprogramming records 
in the Pentagon and in the review commit
tees, it is impossible to know the extent to 
which this spending flexibility is abused. It 
is the impression of this research that most 
reprogramming actions are routine and non
controversial. Yet t he reprogramming process 
occasionally breaks down, allowing policy 
changes of major significance and occasional 
violation or circumvention of congressional 
controls. 

1. Bypassing the Congress 
It is evident that reprogramming can be

come a. convenient instrument for circum
venting the normal authorization and ap
propriation stages. Instead of obtaining ap
proval of Congress as a whole, executive 
agency officials need only obtain approval 
from certain subcommittees or of subcom
mittee ranking members. The opportunity 
for mischief ls substantial. An agency could 
request money for a popular program, know
ing that Congress would provide the funds. 
Later it could use the money for a program 
that might not have passed scrutiny by the 
full Congress. In a 1966 report, three Repub
lican members of the House Appropriations 
Com.mittee--Glenard P . Lipscomb (Calif.), 
Melvin Laird, and Wlllia.m. E. Minshall 

(Ohio) -said that a reprogramming action 
ls, in essence, "a procedure which bypasses 
the Congress. The reprogramming process is 
recognized by the undersigned to be a useful 
and necessary procedure for meeting emer
gencies and unusual unforeseen situations. 
What ls of concern is the tendency on the 
part of the Defense Department to use what 
is essentially an emergency tool on a more 
regular and frequent basis than the situa
tions warrant."28 

Congressional control is also affected when 
the Pentagon alters the base from which re
programmings are made. In submitting bud
get justifications for RDT&E, the Pentagon 
divides each appropriation account-for the 
army, navy, air force, and defense agencies
into program elements. Program elements 
are then broken down into separate projects. 
For example, under the account "RDT&E/ 
Navy" you will find the program element 
"Missiles and related equipment," containing 
such programs as the Aegis, Trident, and 
submarine-launched cruise missile. 

These points may appear to be overly tech
nical, but they go to the heart of the repro
gramming procedure . Generally speaking, if 
funds are to be shifted between program 
elements, committee interest is at its highest, 
leading either to notification or prior ap
proval. But if funds are to be shifted within 
program elements, the basic control shif.ts 
toward the Pentagon. When the Pentagon 
presented its budget justlfi.cations for fiscal 
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1973, it reduced the number of program ele
ments, provoking a particularly vigorous re
action from the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee. This opposition caused the Pentagon 
to abandon its new budget format and re
turn to its standard presentation of the 
estimates.29 

2. "Ace in the hole" 
Reprogramming, at times, becomes a c.on

venient remedy for administrative indecisive
ness. In the fall of 1964 the House Armed 
Services Committee approved an emergency 
request by the navy to reprogram funds for 
the TA-4E, a subsonic jet training nt.rcraft. 
An investigation by the committf:e subse
quently disclosed that the "emergE:ncy" na
ture of the request resulted from an inability, 
or unwillingness, on the part of the Penta
gon to reach a decision several years earlier. 
As a consequence, funds were not provided 
in the regular budget for the trainer air
craft. The committee study observed that re
programming had been used as an "ace in the 
hole" to resolve situations "that have been 
allowed to deteriorate to the point of emer
gency." 30 

3. Undoing the work of Congress 
The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) re

quested $66.8 million for fiscal 1971 to cover 
certain operating funds. The House Appro
priations Committee cut that request by $2 
million, largely on the conviction that the 
agency was heavily overstaffed. DIA proceeded 
to reduce its budget by only $700,000, hav-

· ing successfully prevailed upon the Defense 
Department to request reprogramming for 
$1.3 million to make up the difference. In
censed, Congressman Jamie L. Whitten (D
Mass.) asked if he was to understand that 
"after Congress developed the record and 
made reductions on that basis, we are to have 
them come in here and ask for restoration, 
which is what it amounts to, of funds that 
the Congress saw fit to eliminate?" After the 
DIA director signed the reprogramming re
quest, almost three months elapsed before 
the agency came before the House Appropria
tions Committee. Of course, that made it even 
more difficult to hold DIA to the original con
gressional reduction.at Of $1.3 million re
quested for reprogramming the committees 
allowed $700,000. 

4. Circumventing thresholds 
For any reprogramming on a new research 

project of $2 million or more, the Defense 
Department must present the proposal for 
committee review. During fiscal 1971, the 
Defense Department wanted to initiate a 
$4 million research project, to be handled 
by the Defense Special Project Group 
(DSPG). The Defense Department told DSPG 
to use $1 million to start the project and 
promised $3 million later from the Emergency 
Fund. By the time the proposal reached 
Congress, the project was three months un
derway. Whitten described the circumvention 
of the $2 million threshold in these terms: 
"You took a million dollars and got it started, 
and now you come up here and we are caught 
across the barrel. You have already started 
with a million dollars, but the million dollars 
was part of something whiCh cost more than 
$2 mlllion and clearly comes within the re
programing agreement." 82 The reprogram
ming request was rejected . . 

The effect of the request went even fur
ther. DSPG was a new name for the Defense 
Communications Planning Group (DCPG), 
which had been responsible for administer
ing the electronic battlefield (the "McNa
mara Line") . Congress was under the impres
sion that DCPG would be disbanded and the 
project transferred to the mllltary services. 
Instead, it adopted a new name and dreamed 
up new research projects to keep itself alive. 
The House Appropriations Committee char
acterized the attempt to perpetuate DSPG as 

Footnotes at end or article. 

"a classic example of bureaucratic empire 
building and of the bureaucratic tendency to 
never end an organization even after the 
work for which it was created has been con
cluded." aa Both of the Appropriations com
mittees ag:-ee to terminate the agency.:w. 

5. New starts 
Reprogramming has been used in several 

instances to initiate major weapons systems 
or to move from the research and develop
ment stage into production. The electronic 
battlefield, for example, was originally started 
in the fall of 1966 by means of a reprogram
ming action.35 Not until years lated did Con
gress as a whole learn of the project. Even 
Senator Stuart Symington (D-Mo.), a rank
ing member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, said that he first learned of the 
project "when I read about it in a weekly 
magazine." 36 The cost of the system from 
fiscal 1967 to fiscal 1971 was $1.68 billion.37 

Another controversial use of reprogram
ming involved the F-14 Navy fighter aircraft. 
A 1969 committee report by House Appro
priations directed that no funds were to be 
used "for tooling beyond that needed for 
fabrication of the test aircraft." 38 The pain
ful and costly experience of the F-111 air
craft convinced the committee that technical 
and developmental problems should be 
ironed out first before moving to the pro
duction stage. But when the Navy requested 
permission the next year to reprogram $8.5 
million for advance procurement items-to 
allow funds to be obligated toward produc
tion of 26 aircraft-House Appropriations ap
proved the request.39 The committee later 
explained that it had seriously considered 
the possibility of halting further production 
of the F-14, returning it to RDT&E status, 
but that "the Navy prevailed upon the Com
mittee to reverse its position." 40 

6. Risk-taking 
An element of risk accompanies each re

programming proposal. Whenever the De
fense Department requests that funds be 
shifted from one program to another, it 
necessarily admits that (1) the original pro
gram was overfunded; (2) there has been 
slippage in the original program (thus free
ing additional funds); or (3) the original 
program has been downgraded in priority. 
Reprogramming therefore alerts the Appro
priations committees to potential areas for 
retrenchment and economizing. That type of 
situation in 1969 prompted the House Appro
priations Committee to recommend that the 
budget for "Aircraft Weaponization" be 
reduced "because about 50 percent of the 
funds appropriated for this program ele
ment in the last three fiscal years have been 
reprogramed for other uses." u 

In cases where a reprogramming proposal 
is rejected, the Appropriations committees 
may go a step further and also eliminate the 
very programs that the Pentagon had shown 
a willingness to sacrifice. For example, in 
the spring of 1971 the Defense Department 
announced that it was willing to give up 
$139.5 million that had been requested for 
an AOR oil tanker and three ATS rescue and 
salvage ships, in order to divert those funds 
to a new nuclear-powered aircraft carrier 
(the CVAN-70, later designated CVN-70). 
After strong opposition was voiced by mem
bers of Congress, the Office of Management 
and Budget submitted a budget amendment 
to delete $52.6 million for two of the sal
vage ships. Both Appropriations commit
tees supported this reduction.42 Senate Ap
propriations also. wanted to eliminate $56.5 
million for the oil tanker, a ship of such "low 
priority that it can be deferred without en
dangering the operational capability of the 
fleet. . . " 4a The oil tanker was eventually 
funded. The net result of a Pentagon sug
gestion to reprogram funds for a new car
rier was therefore the loss of two salvage 
ships. 

CLOSER LEGISLATIVE CONTROL 

It is a peculiar fact of the appropriations 
process that budget estimates are scrutinized 
by the authorization and appropriation com
mittees-often undergoing intensive review 
by party study groups, by outside profes
sional organizations, and during floor de
bate-and yet no comparable review exists for 
the billions of dollars that are reprogrammed 
after the appropriation bill becomes law. As 
Stephen Horn observed: "It is incongruous 
that the (Senate Appropriations] committee 
spends days, weeks, or even months holding 
hearings to review a particular budget-and 
additional time in markups and on the floor 
and in conference, arguing the merits of vari
ous appropriations--only to have one or two 
members months later approve an agency's 
request to shift funds often amounting to 
many millions of dollars from one purpose to 
another."« 

Reprogramming has been subjedt in re
cent years to tighter controls, both direct and 
indirect. An indirect approach is to cut down 
on the amount of carry-over balances. The 
existence of unused funds from prior years 
creates an opportunity (and a temptation) 
to apply those funds to new purposes. A re
port by the House Appropriations Commi~
tee in 1970 told of a reprogramming request 
in which the Defense Department had 
"found" unexpended funds from fiscal years 
1961 through 1966, primarily from Polaris ac
counts, as a source of financing new projects. 
The availability of such funds, the commit
tee noted, "makes defense planners, to a lim
ited extent, immune from tight Congres
sional fiscal control." 4G 

The fiscal 1970 appropriation bill for the 
Defense Department attempted to bring 
carry-over balances under closer control by 
directing the secretary of defense to identify 
all old balances and recommended rescis
sions.4a Disappointed by the results, Con
gress went a step further the next year by 
changing no-year ("available unitil ex
pended") appropriations to multi-year ap
propriations. Appropriations for major pro
curement became available for only three fis
cal years (except for shipbuilding, which re
quires a five-year term), while appropria
tions fror RDT&E were made available for a 
two-year period.47 Those limits were repeated 
in the Department of Defense Appropriations 
acts for fiscal 1972 and fiscal 1973.48 

AnOlther indirect approach is to open up 
the budget process by making reprogram
ming more visible. In previous years, when
ever hearings were held on defense repro
grammings, transcripts were simply filed 
with the committees. They were no>t printed 
in the published hearings (except for brief 
accounts), nor was there any indication
through deletions or other notations-that 
reprogramming hearings had even been held. 

In response to criticism of the reprogram
ming technique, the House Appropriations 
Committee has begun to print large por
tions of the transcripts in its published 
hearings. In 1970 the committee included 156 
pages on reprogramming actions, focusing on 
the controversial F-14 aircraft. In hearings 
the next year on the defense budget, over 
500 pages were devoted to discussion by com
mittee members and DoD officials on repro
gramming requests. Published hearings by 
the House Appropriations Committee on the 
defense budget in 1972 included 229 pages 
on reprogramming.49 

New rules adopted by the House of Rep
resentatives on March 7, 1973, provided for 
open meetings unless the committee or sub
committee, in open session and with a quo
rum present, determines by roll-call vote that 
all or part of the remainder of the meeting 
shall be closed to the public. As a result of 
that change in the rules, the defense sub
committee of House Appropriations began 
opening some of its hearings on reprogram
ming actions. 
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The heavy volume of reprogramming has 

produced sharp criticism from leading mem
bers of the House and Senate. Chairman 
Mahon of the House Appropriations Com
mittee remarked in 1971 that "we cannot 
have double hearings on all programs every 
year. We are a little irritated-at least I am
that we are confronted with this sort of 
thing." so During hearings that same year 
by the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
the chairman, John Stennis (D-Miss.) issued 
~his warning to Secretary Laird: 

"I want to refer to reprograming now. It 
seems to me, and I think others see it about 
the same way, that this matter of repro
graming has gone too far, Mr. Secretary. 
Someone called my attention to the fact that 
$42 million of the fiscal year 1971 SAFEGUARD 
research and development funds are being 
reprogramed to be used for a variety of per
sonnel purposes. Now we debated 5 or 6 weeks 
on the floor and told the Members of the 
Senate who voted for the SAFEGUARD money 
that it was needed and it was necessary. We 
had a tie vote in 1969, and we had to go 
through a battle last year, you remember, 
and now to come along and say we are going 
to take $42 million of that because we did 
not need it after all, looks bad." s1 

The Senate Armed Services Committee set 
up a separate subcommittee on reprogram
ming in 1970. The new unit was a response 
to the growing criticism or the defense 
budget, the stringency of money, and an in
sistence on the part of Senate members and 
the public for greater visibility of the budget 
and legislative process. 

Legislative efforts to monitor reprogram
ming are not confined to the review responsi
bilities of the Appropriations and Armed 
Services committees. Just as the Pentagon 
is to keep faith with the committees, the 
committees are to keep faith with Congress 
as a whole. For instance, the Defense Depart
ment submitted a reprogramming request 
late in 1964 to use $3.1 million for a new 
program called STEP (Special Training and 
Enlistment Program). During hearings by 
the defense subcommittee of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, Leverett Salton
.3tall (R-Mass.) and Mike Mansfield (D
Mont.) questioned the propriety of using 
reprogramming to initiate it. Saltonstall 
thought that the whole Congress should 
know about it, while Mansfield considered it 
advisable to have the program examined by 
the Senate Armed Services Committee and by 
the entire Senate Appropriations Committee. 
Appropriations committees from both houses 
turned down the reprogramming request.52 

Another example of committee sensitivity 
to other members occurred in 1971 when Sec
retary Laird expressed interest in obtaining 
funds to begin construction of a fourth nu
clear-powered carrier. He suggested that he 
might seek funds either through reprogram
ming actions or budget amendments.53 Sena
tors Walter Mondale (D-Minn.) and Clifford 
Case (R-N.J.) wrote to Sen. Allen J. Ellender 
(D-La.), chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, to voice their opposition to this 
use of reprogramming. Ellender assured them 
that funding for the carrier would have to 
follow the regular appropriation process: a 
budget request from the President followed 
by congressional authorization and appropri
ation.54 Senator Stennis took the same posi
tion.55 Instead of confining legislative ap
proval to the four review committees, the de
cision was opened up to Congress as a whole. 

When the Defense Department submitted a 
reprogramming request for an additional 
$61.2 million for the Cheyenne helicopter in 
1971, committee sensitivity was again ap
parent. Since this weapons system had been 
the object of severe criticism by members 
of Congress, the House Appropriations com
mittee allowed reprogramming of only $35 
million to reimburse the contractor for serv
ices rendered. The committee denied the re-
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quest to reprogram funds for fiscal 1973 de
velopment on the ground that "it did not 
seem proper to anticipate the will of Congress 
with respect to the Cheyenne program that 
far in advance." 56 The Senate Appropriations 
Committee also noted that members of the 
Senate were "opposed to the procedure of 
providing funds for the continuation of the 
development program through a reprogram
ming action." With regard to fiscal 1972 de
velopment, $9.3 million was placed in the 
appropriation bill as a separate and identifi
able item, allowing the full Congress to work 
its will.57 The army finally canceled the 
Cheyenne in 1972. 

A more formal and systematic review role 
for Congress was contemplated in a bill in
troduced in March 1971 by Sen. Lawton 
Chiles (D-Fla.). The bill directed the head 
of each federal agency, on or before the 
thirtieth day after the close of each fiscal 
year, to report to the comptroller general: 
( 1) the amount of reprogrammed funds ex
pended during the fiscal year; (2) the pur
pose for / which such reprogrammed funds 
were expended and the amount expended 
for such purpose; and (3) the purposes for 
which the funds were originally appropri
ated and the amount appropriated for each 
purpose. The comptroller general would then 
compile this information and furnish it to 
each committee and to each member of 
Congress.58 

Instead of annual reports, it would seem 
reasonable to have the federal agencies sub
mit their reprogramming requests to the 
General Ae<:ounting Office (GAO) at the 
same time that they send them to the re
view committees. They could simply send an 
extra copy to GAO. GAO and Congress would 
thus know of reprogramming requests be
fore, not after, the fact. When committees 
act on the requests, it would also be an easy 
matter to have them send an extra copy of 
their actions to the GAO to show which re
programmings were approved. 

Still another suggestion is to have repro
gramming proposals subject to a "lay on the 
table" procedure, with the understanding 
that they could not be implemented until 
a period of 15 to 30 days had elapsed. This 
requirement would at least give interested 
and motivated members of Congress an op
portunity to mobilize support against con
troversial reprogrammings. With hindsight, 
one can see that the decision to proceed 
with production of the F-14 aircraft could 
have benefited from closer examination and 
deliberations by Congress acting as a whole. 

CONCLUSION 

The scope of reprogramming by the De
fense Department helps to underscore the 
highly tentative nature of its budget esti
mates. Although budget estimates are 
merely that--estimates-there is a tendency 
at times to consider them as permanent 
monuments, chisled in stone. Defense secre
taries characteristically advise the Appro
priations committees that the military 
budget has been scrutinized and gone over 
with a fine-tooth comb. The fat has been 
trimmed; only the muscle remains. To tinker 
with the budget, Congress is warned, is to 
risk upsetting the delicate balance of pri
orities and "force levels" established by mil
itary planners. 

The heavy and regular use of reprogram
ming, amounting t0 billions of dollars each 
year, emphasizes the fact that the defense 
budget is anything but firm. If more members 
of Congress understood how much money is 
shifted around after passage of the defense 
appropriation bill, they might be a little 
more bold and penetrating when questioning 
the Pentagon's budget requests. The case of 
the Safeguard ABM system shows what can 
be done when Congress examines a weapons 
system in detail.00 A prospect of closer legis
lative review might sttmula.:te the Defense 

department to improve its planning opera
tions and procurement policies. 

The implications of reprogramming go be
yond questions of the defense budget. We 
have numerous studies on the committee 
veto, yet none touch on the committee veto 
involved in prior-approval reprogramming. 
We focus on the committee-veto procedures 
that have statutory backing, while at the 
same time remaining unaware that some 
nonstatutory committee activities probably 
have far greater significance. 

Studies on legislative liaison are also in
complete. Such studies describe in detail the 
formal offices established in executive depart
ments and the White House. But what of the 
day-to-day liaison activities that take place 
with reprogramming? Departmental officials 
remain in close touch with review commit
tees to seek advice on matters that might be 
of "special . . . interest." To what extent 
does a president and the Office of Manage
ment and Budget retain control of repro
gramming actions? It appears that they are 
largely excluded from what seems to be es
sentially an agency-committee operation. To 
ask such questions is to encourage students 
to pay closer attention to administrative and 
congressional practices of budget execution. 
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AMENDMENT No. 1374 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

a new section as follows: 
SEC. -. (a) Section 3732 of the Revised 

Statutes (41 U.S.C. 11) is amended by-
(1) striking out in subsection (a) the fol

lowing: ", except in the War and Navy De
partments, for clothing, subsistence, forage, 
fuel, quarters, or transportation, which, how
ever, shall not exceed the necessities of the 
current year"; 

(2) striking out the subsection designa
tion "(a)" at the beginning of such section; 
and 

(3) striking out subsection (b) of such 
section. 

(b) The first proviso contained in the 
paragraph entitled "Medical and Hospital 
Department", under the heading "MEDICAL 
DEPARTMENT", in the Act entitled "An 
Act making appropriations for the support of 
the Army for the :fiscal year ending June thir
tieth, nineteen hundred and seven" approved 
June 12, 1906 (34 Stat. 240), is amended by 
striking out the following: ", except in the 
War and Navy Departments, for clothing, 
subsistence, forage, fuel, quarters, transpor
tation, or medical and hospital supplies, 
which however, shall not exceed the neces
sities of the current year". 

AMENDMENT NO. 1377 

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HARTKE submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
Senate bill 3000, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1378 

(Ordered to be printed.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY proposed an amend

ment to Senate bill 3000, supra. 

ADMISSION OF WOMEN TO SERVICE 
ACADEMIES-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 1375 

<Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committees on Armed Services and 
Commerce.) 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, to
day, along with Senators THURMOND, 
MANSFIELD, and JAVITS, I am introducing 
a substitute amendment to S. 2351, the 
bill I introduced last summer that would 
have allowed women to be admitted to 
the service academies. This amendment 
does not change the substance of that 
bill; it merely makes a few technical 
changes. 

Last December, we supported an 
amendment · on the floor t.o the enlist
ment bonus bill, S. 2711, that also con
tained the substance of S. 2351. That 
amendment passed the Senate without 
opposition, but was deleted in the House 
Armed Services Committee by a margin 
of one vote. 

In the conference, the House position 
prevailed, but only when the Senate was 
promised the House would hold hearings 
and consider the matter further. Those 
hearings commenced on May 29, and to
day we are introducing our amendment 
in hopes that action can be taken on this 
measure soon. 

We feel it is time discrimination in this 
area came to an end. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this amendment be 
included in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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AMENDMENT No. 1375 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That (a) subsections (a}, (b}, and (c) of 
section 4342 of title 10, United States Code, 
are each amended by striking out the word 
"sons" wherever it appears in such subsec
tions and inserting in lieu thereof "children". 

(b) Section 4346 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
as follows: 

" ( e) A female who is qualified to be trained 
1n a skill or profession in which females are 
permitted to serve as commissioned ofll.cers in 
the armed forces shall not be ineligible for 
or denied admission to the academy on a.c
coun t of sex." 

SEC. 2. (a) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) 
of section 6954 of title 10, United States Code, 
are each a.mended by striking out the word 
"sons" wherever it appears in such subsec
tions and inserting in lieu thereof "chil
dren". 

(b) Subsection ( d) of section 6956 of such 
title is amended by striking out "men" each 
time it appears in such subsection and in
serting in lieu thereof "members." 

( c) Section 6958 of such title is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
as follows: 

"(d} a female who is qualified to be trained 
1n a skill or profession in which females a.re 
permitted to serve as commissioned ofll.
cers in the armed forces shall not be ineligible 
for or denied admission to the academy on 
account of sex." 

SEc. 3. (a) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) 
of section 9342 of title 10, United States Code, 
are each amended by striking out the word 
"sons" wherever it appears in such subsec
tions and inserting in lieu thereof "children". 

(b) Section 9346 of such title is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new sub
section as follows: 

" ( e) A female who is qualified to be trained 
in a skill or profession in which females 
are permitted to serve as commissioned ofll.
cers in the armed forces shall not be inel
igible for or denied admission to the academy 
on account of sex." 

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN PUBLIC 
DEBT LIMIT-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 1376 

(Ordered to be printed, and referred 
to the Committee on Finance.) 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, today the 
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON) 
and I are introducing an amendment to 
the upcoming debt limit bill, H.R. 14832, 
which would ensure that aged, blind and 
disabled recipients of supplemental se
curity income will not have their food 
stamps cut off by a change in the laws 
scheduled for June 30. Our amendment 
would also prevent an additional admin
istrative burden so great that it is cer
tain to disrupt the operation of the food 
stamp program, starting next month. 

Except in the five States which elected 
to "cash out" food stamps when the wel
fare program for the aged, blind and dis
abled was converted from State admin
istration to the federally administered 
supplemental security income program, 
SSI recipients presently can receive food 
stamps based on their incomes in the 
same manner as any other citizen. The 
only exception is that by regulation 
they are guaranteed eligibility for the 
minimum amount of food stamps, as is 
traditional for welfare programs. 

Unless Congress acts, as of June 30, 
the law would change; the provisions of 
Public Law 93-86 come into effect. This 

law would provide that in all States, eli
gibility for food stamps would be deter~ 
mined by comparing present SSI benefits 
with payments under the old welfare 
program applicable, plus the value of 
food stamp benefits on December 31, 
1973, for each SSI recipient. Only recip
ients whose SSI benefit is less than the 
sum of the December 31 welfare and food 
stamp benefits would be eligible for food 
stamps. 

These changes would eliminate food 
stamps in a discriminatory manner for 
many poor and needy SSI recipients. At 
the same time, the changes require the 
burdensome and costly administrative 
task of determining promptly these peo
ple's food stamp and welfare benefit 
levels as of last December on a case by 
case basis. 

Furthermore, since SSI benefits must 
increase with time just to keep pace with 
the cost of living, while the December 
31, 1973, benefit levels will not increase, 
more people will need food stamps as 
time passes even if their spending power 
has not increased. This will happen tor 
the first time when SSI benefits increase 
from $140 to $146 per month on July 1. 

Our amendment, which has already 
been passed by the Senate as a Finanr.e 
Committee amendment to H.R. 3153, 
would remedy this situation by keeping 
the status quo in effect until June 30, 
1975. After that time, States would have 
no "cash out" option and food stamps 
could no longer be "cashed out." Federal 
welfare payments in the five affected 
States would be reduced accordingly, but 
the SSI recipients in these States would 
instead become eligible for food stamps 
for the first time since the initiation of 
SSI. 

I realize that in recognition of the 
problems which would be created if Pub
lic Law 93-86 is allowed to go into effect 
on June 30, the administration has now 
introduped its own proposal for a perma
nent settlement of this problem. How
ever, it is quite likely that that proposal 
would not be acted upon by June 30. 
Furthermore, the situation after June 30, 
1975, under our amendments is different 
from the administration's proposals only 
in that our amendment does not statu
torily eliminate the automatic eligibil
ity for the minimum amount of food 
stamps which SSI recipients now enjoy, 
while it does eliminate cash payments 
for the bonus value of food stamps in the 
five "cash out" States. 

I am hopeful and confident that once 
again the Senate will see the need for 
this legislation. With the June 30 date 
close at hand, it is essential that the 
amendment quickly be enacted. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the amendment be printed in the REC-
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1376 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
Sec. -. (a) ( 1) Section 3 ( e) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1964 is amended, effective 
July 1, 1974, to read as it did before amend
ment by Public Law 92-603 and Public Law 
93-86, but with the addition of the follow
ing new sentence at the end thereof: "No 

individual, who receives supplemental secu
rity income benefits under title XVI of the 
Social Security Act, State supplementa.cy 
payments described in section 1616 of such 
Act, or payments of the type referred to in 
section 212(a) of Public Law 93-66, shall be 
considered to be a member of a household 
or an elderly person for purposes of this Act 
for any month during the 12-month period 
beginning July 1, 1974, if for such month, 
such individual resides in a State which 
provides State supplementary payments (A) 
of the type described in section 1616(a) of 
the Social Security Act, and (B) the level 
of which has been found by the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to have 
been specifically increased so as to include 
the bonus value of food stamps.". 

(2) Section 3 (b) of Public Law 93-86 is 
repealed, effective July 1, 1974. 

(b) (1) Section 4(c) of Public Law 93-86 
is repealed, effective July l, 1974. 

(2) The last sentence of section 416 of 
the Act of October 31, 1949 (as added by 
section 411 (g) of Public Law 92-603) is re
pealed, effective July 1, 1974. 

(3) No individual, who receives supple
mental security income benefits under title 
XVI of the Social Security Act, State supple
mentary payments described ·in section 1616 
of such Act, or payments of the type re
ferred to in section 212(a) of Public Law 
93-66, shall be considered to be a member 
of a household for any purpose of the food 
distribution program for families under sec
tion 32 of Public Law 74-320, section 416 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, or any other 
law, for any month during the 12-month 
period beginning July 1, 1974, if, for such 
month, such individual resides in a State 
which provides State supplementary pay
ments (A) of the type described in section 
1616(a) of the Social Security Act, and (B) 
the level of which has been found by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare to have been specifically increased so 
as to include the bonus value of food stamps. 

( c) For purposes of the last sentence of 
section 3 ( e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 
(as amended by subsection (a) of this sec
tion) and subsections (b) (3) and (f) of this 
section, the level of State supplementary 
payment under section 1616(a) shall be 
found by the Secretary to have been spe
cifically increased so as to include the bonus 
value of food stamps (1) only if, prior to 
October 1, 1973, the State has entered into 
an agreement with the Secretary or taken 
other positive steps which demonstrate its 
intention to provide supplementary pay
ments under section 1616(a) at a level which 
is at least equal to the maximum level which 
can be determined under section 401(b) (1) 
of the Social Security Amendments of 1972 
and which is such that the limitation on 
State fiscal liability under section 401 of 
such Amendments does result in a reduction 
in the amount which would otherwise be 
payable to the Secretary by the State, and 
(2) only with respect to such months as the 
State may, at its option, elect. 

(d) Section 40l(b) (1) of the Social Secu
rity Amendments of 1972 is amended by 
striking out everything after the word "ex
ceed and inserting in lieu thereof: "a pay
ment level modification (as defined in para
graph (2) of this subsection) with respect to 
such plans." 

( e) Section 401 ( b) ( 3) of the Social Secu
rity Amendments of 1972 is repealed. 

(f) The amendments and repeals made by 
subsections (d) and (e) shall be effective 
July 1, 1974, except that such amendments 
and repeals shall not during the 12-month 
period beginning July 1, 1974, be effective 
in any State which provides supplementary 
payments of the type described in section 
1616 (a) of the Social Security Act the level 
of which has been found by the Secretary to 
have been specifically increased so as to 
include the bonus value of food stamps. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1379 

(Ordered to be printed and referred to 
the Committee on Finance.) 
TEMPORARY INCREASE IN PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

AMENDMENT 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I sub
mit for appropriate reference an amend
ment to H.R. 14832, an act to provide 
for a temporary increase in the public 
debt limit. This amendment would extend 
the provisions of Public Law 93-233 re
lating to the eligibility of supplemental 
security income recipients for food 
stamps, now due to expire on June 30, 
for an additional 9 months. 

FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY OF SSI RECIPIENTS 

As Senators will recall, Public Law 92-
603 which authorized the SSI program 
also included a provision under which 
aged blind, and disabled individuals eli
gible' for SSI benefits would be ineligible 
to participate in the food stamp or food 
distribution programs. 

On two occasions last year, the Senate 
voted to reverse that decision by making 
$SI recipients eligible for food stamps if 
they meet the income eligibility stand
ards of the food stamp program. 

This provision was first included in 
S. 1888, the Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act, by the Senate Agricul
ture Committee. Subsequently, the provi
sion was drastically modified by the con
ference committee. Public Law 93-86 
would make an SSI recipient eligible for 
food stamps only if his SSI payment plus 
his State supplementary payment, if any, 
does not exceed · the payment he would 
have received under the State's appli
cable public assistance program as in 
effect for December 1973 by an amount 
at least equal to the food stamp benefit 
for which he would have been eligible 
under the July 1973 food stamp schedule. 

The ink was scarcely dry on Public 
Law 93-86 when it became evident that 
this provision would be not only ad
ministratively cumbersome, but would 
have the effect in general of disqualify
ing those SSI recipients with the lowest 
1incomes while preserving food stamp 
benefits for those with relatively higher 
incomes, that is, those whose December 
1973 incomes were already above the 
SS! payment levels. 

Recognizing the serious problems as
sociated with these provisions of Public 
Law 93-86, the Senate Finance Com
mittee included in H.R. 3153, the Social 
Security Amendments of 1973, a provi
sion making SS! recipients eligible for 
food stamps if they meet the income 
eligibility criteria of that program. 

Again, however, the conference com
mittee declined to approve this Senate
passed provision and instead included in 
Public Law 93-233 a temporary suspen
sion of the provisions of Public Law 93-
86 in order to allow time for further 
study of the SSI-food stamp issue. 

Under that temporary provision now 
in effect and which expires on June 30, 
SSI recipients are eligible for food stamps 
except in ·the five States which had al
ready agreed to "cash out" food stamps 
by providing higher supplementary pay
ments to their SSI recipients. Those 
States are California, Massachusetts, 
Nevada, New York, and Wisconsin. 

During this 6-month period, under 
regulations issued by the Department of 
Agriculture, SS! recipients are automati
cally eligible for food stamps without re
gard to their income or assets if all 
members of · the household are SS! re
cipients, if the household consists of an 
SS! recipient and an "essential person," 
or if the household consists of SSI and 
AFDC recipients. SS! recipients who re
side in households with persons who are · 
not public assistance recipients have 
their eligibility determined on the basis 
of their income and resources. 

We are now approaching June 30, the 
date on which this temporary provision 
will expire. Three principal courses of 
action are available. 

First Congress could take no action, 
permitting the provisions of public law 
9.3-86 to go into effect on July 1. In my 
view, this should not be allowed to occur. 
It would be a most unfortunate result 
for thousands of low-income aged, blind, 
and disabled persons who in these in
flationary times, need and deserve every 
bit of assistance they can get. And it 
would impose an enormous administra
tive burden on what are, in many cases, 
alre.ady overburdened State and local 
welfare agencies. 

Second, the House and Senate could 
come to an agreement prior to June 30 
on a permanent solution to the question 
of SSI food stamp eligibility. It is my 
underst'anding that the House Agricul
ture Committee is now considering rec
ommendations recently submitted by the 
Department of Agriculture which would 
make SSI recipients eligible for food 
stamps after June 30 if they meet the 
food stamp income and assets tests. 

Third, the temporary provisions of 
public law 93-233 could be extended for 
an additional period of time, thereby 
guaranteeing the continuation of food 
stamp benefits for all of those now re
ceiving them. The amendment I am sub
mitting today would extend those tem
porary provisions for an additional 9 
months, or until March 31, 1975, the 
same period of time as the extension of 
the debt limit by H.R. 14832. 

Mr. President, I believe it is extremely 
important that there be no disruption 
next month of the food assistance now 
available to SS! recipients. Therefore, 
absent some clear indication that legis
lation will be enacted prior to June 30 
that will preserve food stamp benefits of 
low-income aged, blind, and disabled 
persons, it is my intention to propose this 
amendment to H.R. 14832, the public 
debt limit bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of my amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1379 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
Sec.-. (a) Section 8 of Public Law 93-233 

is amended, in subsection (a), (b), and (e) 
thereof, by striking out "6-month", wherever 
it appears therein, and inserting in lieu 
thereof "15-month". · 

.( b) The last sentence of section 3 ( e) o! the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964 (as added by section 

8 (a) (1) of Public Law 93-233) is amend~d 
by striking out "6-month" and inserting m 
lieu thereof "15-month". 

Amend the title of the bill to read as fol
lows: "A bill to provide for a temporary in
crease in the public debt limit, and for other 
purposes." 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE CASE AGAINST PUBLIC FINANC
ING OF FEDERAL ELECTIONS 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, many 
words were spoken, pro and con, about 
public financing of political campaigns 
during Senate debates in November and 
December, 1973, and in April of this year. 
While many points were made indepen
dently during these debates, no effort 
was made to present a compilation of 
the various arguments. 

At my request, however, Mr. Frederick 
Pauls, analyst in American National 
General Research Division, Congres
sional Research Service, Library of Con
gress, has compiled arguments against 
the public financing of political cam
paigns, and in the process discusses 26 
different points. 

Mr. President, I believe that this docu
ment has great value in the continuing 
debates surrounding public financing of 
political campaigns and that it should 
be given the broadest possible coverage. 
I ask unanimous consent that this com
pilation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CASE AGAINST PUBLIC FINANCING OF FEDERAL 

ELECTIONS 

INTRODUCTION 
In the report are noted arguments againgt 

the public financing of political campaigns. 
The report does not attempt to examine each 
of the various bills which has been intro
duced in the 93rd Congress to provide public 
money in one way or another for campaigns. 
Proposals introduced range from total sub
sidy for general elections only to partial fund
ing of primary elections as well. In addition, 
some bills propose government financing of 
selected campaign costs (e.g., man, radio
TV) . Some bills make public financing op
tional, some make it mandatory. Rather than 
examine each of the bills for faults, we have 
concentrated on arguments which can be 
made against the general concept of public 
financing of campaigns. We caution, there
fore, that some oof the criticisms raised may 
not apply to certain bills. 

Our sources have included hearings held 
on the subject in 1973 by the Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, hear
ings in 1967 on campaign financing by the 
Senate Finance Committee, and excerpts 
from various articles, statements, and books. 
In addition to our discussion of each argu
ment we have quoted for some arguments 
from persons making the same general point. 
Each quotation is documented. These quo
tations often develop subsidiary points of 
an argument. 

The report does not review arguments fa
voring public financing of Federal election 
campaigns although these have been made. 
This exclusion of favorable arguments does 
not represent a position or preference of the 
Service on the merits of the proposal. 

1. So Radical an Idea Should be Subject 
to Careful Scrutiny Before Adoption 

Twice the Congress has enacted Presiden
tial Election Campaign Fund Acts as amend-
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ments to tax bills. A third attempt to 
attach public-financing-of-all-Federal-elec
tions amendments to the second debt ceil
ing act of 1973 failed only after the House 
refused to accept it and several Senators en
gaged in lengthy debate which forced the 
provisions to be deleted from the bill. In a 
fourth attempt by supporters this year, the 
Senate passed public campaign financing 
provisions and the matter now lies in the 
House Administration Committee. 

It can hardly be contended that the con
cept has been thoroughly aired before con
gressional committees. In 1966, when the 
first Presidential Election Campaign Act was 
passed, a mere two days of hearings in Au
gust were held on that idea and on bills to 
permit tax credits and tax deductions. Only 
ten persons testified before the Finance 
Committee when it held those hearings and 
not all of them spoke to the idea of Federal 
financing of presidential-election-campaign
fund amendment to the foreign Investors Tax 
Act. The House acquiesced and the first 
Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act 
was established only to be suspended in 1967 
when the Senate on reflection found it want
ing in many aspects. 

Subsequently, in June, the Senate Finance 
Committee held six days of hearings on vari
ous campaign financing proposals, including 
public financing of presidential and sena
torial elections. It reported a bill providing 
for such assistance on November 1, 1967 but 
no floor action was taken. 

Thereafter, the notion lay dormant until 
resurrected by the Senate in November, 1971. 
The House acquiesced and the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund Act became opera
tive without adequate hearings having been 
held on the proposal. 

By 1973 some Members of Congress were 
advocating that all Federal elections be 
financed in whole or in part from the Treas
ury. In late June an attempt to repeal the 
Presidential Election Campaign Fund Act 
of 1971 failed in the Senate by a vote of 30-
62. In late July Senators Kennedy and Scott 
attempted to amend S. 372, the Federal Elec
tions Campaign Act Amendments of 1973 
(passed by the Senate July 30), to provide 
for public financing of congressional general 
elections. This effort failed when the amend
ment was tabled by a 53-40 vote. Senators 
argued, including some who supported the 
idea, that hearings should be held on such 
<:l. radical proposal. 

It was not until September of 1973 that 
four days of hearings by the Privileges and 
Elections Subcommittee were held on the 
specific idea of public financing of con
gressional campaigns. Pursuant to those 
hearings Senator Pell, the Subcommittee's 
chairman, introduced Federal Election Cam
paign Fund bill (S. 2718) on November 16, 
1973. 

However, proponents of public financing 
were not content to let the full committee 
work its will and report the Pell bill, or 
a clean bill, to the Senate for orderly de
bate. On November 15, just a day before 
Senator Pell introduced his bill, the Senate 
Finance Committee, in a hearing on the 
Public Debt Limit Act (H.R. 11104), con
sidered an amendment to that bill to pro
vide for full public financing of congres
sional general elections and partial public 
:financing of presidential primary elections. 
In late November the Senate accepted the 
amendment. The House, however, balked 
and in the end the Senate deleted the offen
sive provisions from the bill. 

In late February 1974 the Senate Rules 
and Administration Committee reported a 
public financing bill (S. 3044) to provide 
public money for presidential and congres
sional primary and general elections. The 
Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments 
of 1974 passed the Senate on April 11, 1974. 

No proposal will more dramatically affect 
the conduct of elections in the United 

States than this one. Yet the history of con
gressional consideration of the idea is re
plete with haste. With the single exception 
of the 1973 hearings by the Senate Subcom
mittee on Privileges and Elections, the Sen
ate has failed to hold comprehensive hear
ings on the subject. Time and again it has 
attempted, sometimes successfully, to legis
late this matter on the floor. Such legislation 
ls almost always ill conceived. In testimony 
before the Subcommittee, Robert G . Dixon, 
Jr., an Administration spokesman, urged 
that Congress await hearings and recom
mendations on this proposal by a Commis
sion on Federal Election Reform, which 
President Nixon called for in 1973 and which 
the Senate voted in July (S.J. Res. 110). 

It is unfortunate that the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund was adopted 
through floor amendment. It would be 
equally unfortunate if congressional public 
financing became law in a rush for reform. 
It makes far better sense to establish the 
Election Reform Commission and let the 
idea be reflected upon before plunging on
ward. 

Beyond that, the Senate owes the House 
the opportunity to hold hearings on the sub
ject and to work its will upon a public fi
nancing bill in circumstances other than 
that of having a gun at its head-as was the 
situation with the public fiancing proposal 
attached to the Debt Ceiling Act in Novem
ber 1973 and the two actions on the Presi
dential Election Campaign Fund Act. 

Only if Congress moves in an orderly 
fashion can the public be assured that pub
lic financing is a sound idea and the evi
dence on that proposition ls far from posi
tive. This area of doubt reinforces the argu
ment that such a proposal should be debated 
only after the fullest consideration of its 
wisdom and impact. 

Additional commentary 

"The arguments in favor of public financ
ing are not without merit. However, the 
idea has not received adequate study and 
the arguments in its favor are not as strong 
as ls commonly thought. Certainly, a pro
posal that could entail such dramatic 
change in the political process might have 
many unforeseeable consequences, and has 
such powerful arguments both for and 
against should warrant a most careful ex
amination and evaluation [sic]. Furthermore, 
proponents of public financing should not 
forget that the same goals can be achieved by 
writing responsible rules into a system of pri
vate financing. Intensive study of both public 
financing and alternative means of private 
financing is needed before we decide which 
means is best suitable for achieving the goal 
of open, honest and clear [sic] elections."
William Frenzel (R), Rep. from Minnesota, 
in Senate Hearings before Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections, 93rd Congress, 1973, 
p. 158. 

2. The Belief that Public Financing Will 
Purify the Electoral Process in a Way that 
No Other Reforms Will Is Naive and Untrue. 

Fervent proponents of public financing as
sume that it will cure all that ans our system 
of political campaigning. The axiom is that 
money was the root of all Watergate evils. 
Take away all that privately given and gar
nered money, according to this theory, and 
all those obnoxious, unethical, and illegal 
political activities engaged in during the 
1972 election will disappear. 

Certainly we are sophisticated enough not 
to believe that there is any simple solution 
to such problems. There ls no legislative 
solution to ill will; no means of curbing 
those intent upon questionable campaign 
practices. Those breaking the rules in 1972 
knew what the rules were and that they 
were breaking them, no matter what soph
istry they may later luwe contrived to justify 
their behavior. Would public financing of 
campaigns have precluded such activity as 

occurred in 1972? The honest man must 
admit that it is uncertain that this would 
have been the case. 

Before adopting public financing of cam
paigns, it would be better to gauge the ef
fects of the full-disclosure law enacted in 
1971 (the Federal Elections Campain Act); 
to measure the effectiveness of that Act 
over a span of elections; and to make such 
changes in that law as are necessary to regu
late properly, fairly, and effectively politi
cal campaigns and election finance. In 1973 
the Senate passed numerous amendments to 
the 1971 campaign finance law some of which 
attempt to make it more difficult for Water
gate-type excesses to take place. One sucn 
amendment would limit the amount of mon
ey which can be contributed in cash. An
other would limit the total amount any one 
individual can annually contribute both to 
a canditdate and to all candidates (see un
der argument about the constitutionality of 
limiting campaign contributions). This may 
be a more sensible route to controlling cam
paign spending and election practices than 
public financing and it deserves a fair trial 
before the private financing system is dis
posed oi. 

Additional commentary 

"It is simplistic to expect that public 
financing is a panacea for the electoral sys
tem, or to believe that fundamental changes 
in the political structure or electoral proc
esses will not result. Change is desirable, 
perhaps, urgent, but further thought and 
dialogue are necessary to a better under
standing of what impending changes 
mean."-Herbert Alexander, Director, Citi
zens' Research Foundation, in "Watergate 
and the Electoral Process," a paper deliv
ered at the Center for the Study of Demo
cratic Institutions, Santa Barbara, Calif., 
Dec, 1973. 

"[T J here is no magic in public financing. 
It is not going to do anything mysterious to 
purify a system that good rules in a private 
financing system cannot do. 

"To state it another way, a lawbreaker will 
be a lawbreaker, under any system. It is far 
more important to pass the kind of bill that 
you passed in July [S. 372, Federal Elections 
Campaign Act Amendments of 1973] if we 
are going to assert any law and order in our 
election system. 

"Every evil that is detailed in the testi
mony of the previous witnesses can be curbed 
by bills such a.s you already· passed."-Wil
liam Frenzel (R), Rep. from Minnesota, in 
Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1973, p. 142. 

"The abar.donment of private financing 
will not necessarily end campaign abuses. 
Under public financing, those who are dis
honest might still find means of circum
venting the law. Events such as Watergate 
might still occur, because they may be not 
just a reflection of the way in which we 
finance our campaigns, but of a mentality 
and set of attitudes that will persist even 
with the advent of public financing."-Wil
liam Frenzel, Rep. from Minn., Hearings be
fore Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 151. 

"One allegation about providing financial 
subsidies to political candidates is that the 
temptation to engage in illegal activities 
would diminish.47 Both experience and logic 
suggest this would not be the case. Experi
ence with subsidies in Puerto Rico demon
strates that the subsidies are used up before 
the election and that the illegal solicitation 

47 See TV address of Spiro T. Agnew, New 
York Times, October 18, 1973, p. 34. 
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of funds, for example, from governmenit em
ployees, ensues.'8 Such a result seems logical, 
for there is no fixed amount needed for a 
truly contested campaign. It is a myth to 
think that the provision of subsidies would 
change this. In fact, activities such as the 
Watergate break-in are more likely to occur 
in campaigns where the level of normal prop
aganda is low than in campaigns where 
extensive activities of the ordinary kind take 
place. The argument that we can reduce the 
number of break-ins by limiting the amount 
of advertising on television and by financing 
campaigns with public money seems a dra
matic non sequitur."-Ralph K. Winter, Jr., 
Campaign financing and political freedom 
(AEI), 1973, pp. 21-22. · 

3. Public Financing Is Contrary to Our Tra
dition of Private Financing, a Tradition 
Which Both Weeds Out Unviable Candidates 
and Underpins the Voluntaristic Nature of 
Our Political System. 

One measure of a candidate's viability is 
his abUity to generate contributions on his 
behalf for public office. Proponents of public 
finance portray this process as seedy and 
sinister at worst, demeaning at best. Some of 
this reaction may flow from the regrettable 
excesses of the 1972 elections. It is a fact, 
however, that private financing has served 
the Republic well from its beginning. The 
solicitation of political contributions is a 
learning process for the office seeker and com
munications channel for the contributor. It 
is a means of "putting your money where 
your mouth is." 

Moving to a system of public finance may 
well encourage those to seek office who would 
not stand a chance of surviving the "fires" of 
seeking financial support for their campaigns. 

It is questionable whether private financ
ing precludes any viable candidacy from sur
viving. Senator McGovern's success in 1972 
indicates that those with limited initial ap
peal in opinion poll soundings on potential 
presidential nominees are not automatically 
closed off from the money necessary to con
duct a campaign, while front runners may 
fall by the wayside and see their sources of 
funds dry up. This selecting out process is 
an essential part of our electoral system. 
Public financing could alter this process by 
allowing all to remain in to the very end and, 
in the case of presidential nominations, 
might create a situation in which the power 
brokers at a convention would make the final 
determination. 

Moreover, our party system has always 
been one which relied on voluntarism, an 
important ingredient of which has been the 
solicitation of money to finance the party 
and itt> candidates. Adoption of public financ
ing is bound to alter this state of affairs, 
largely removing this input from the people 
thus making politics an affair of the state, 
possibly more remote from the people than 
is presently true. 

• 
Additional commentary 

"Private financing is a traditional and use
ful way to determine candidate attractive
ness. It is the old market test, not always 
effective or fair, but it is not a bad one." 

"The enthusiasm of contributors enlivens 
campaigns and increases voter participation. 
Also, private financing functions in a manner 
similar to the free market. It has been one of 
the traditional ways of determining the 
popularity and attra.ctiveness of a candidate. 
Popular candidates rarely have a shortage of 
funds, while unpopular candidates are usu
ally unable to raise large amounts of funds. 
Many public finaincing proposals would give 
equal amounts of funds to both types of 

4s Henry Wells and Robert Anderson, Gov
ernment Financing of Political Parties in 
Puerto Rico: A Supplement to Study Number 
Four (Princeton, N.J.: Citizens' Research 
Foundation, 1966), p. 5. 

candidates, thereby discriminating against 
th06e who are more popular."-Wllllam 
Frenzel (R), Rep. from Minnesota in Hear
ings before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections, 93rd Congress, 1st 
Sess., 1973, p. 143, 151. 

"Is the use of tax revenues for financing 
of campaign expenses of political parties and 
candidates the answer? We think not. 

"Indeed, we believe this approach to the 
problem would be wrong, unfair, and danger
ous. Wrong-because it is not compatible 
with our democratic system which is based 
on voluntarism. Unfair-because incumbents 
would have the advantage of public financing 
of their campaigns on top of free mailing 
privileges, offices, staffs, phone and travel 
allowances, to the detriment of challengers. 
Dangerous-because it may pave the way to 
profound and unwelcome changes in our 
democratic system and an undue influence of 
government in our political process. 

"Federal funds applied to Presidential and 
congressional campaigns, and perhaps later 
to State and local campaigns, would sub
staintively change the extent of personal par
ticipation in politics and significantly alter 
our political system which has operated with 
reasonable succ-ess for 200 years. It stands to 
reason that once the campaign finance door 
is opened to public funding, no matter how 
slight the crack, ways will be found within 
the Congress to open it ever wider. 

"This Nation's political system is predi
cated on the proposition that our people are 
free to group together to pursue legitimate 
political objectives through a voluntary con
tribution of time, effort, and money. To 
sharply diminish that proposition would 
imply that Congress has lost faith in the 
American way. Furthermore, now to offer 
Federal subsidies as the cure-all !or our po
litical illnesses might well be compared to 
the hastily conceived remedy, combined with 
an improper diagnosis, that killed the patient 
it was intend·ed to help."--Charles F. Hood, 
representing the Chamber of Commerce of 
the U.S., Hearings before the Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93d 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 363. 

* 
"The existence of subsidies might well de

crease citizen participation and the morale 
of those active in politics. Such was the 
result in Puerto Rico where, over time, party 
morale declined and voter interest in party 
activities was correspondingly reduced.Ge The 
existence of subsidies, in short, might in
crease the distance between voters and can
didates."-Ralph K. Winter, Jr., Campaign 
financing and political freedom, (AEI), 1973, 
p. 24. 

4. Public Financing Will Repose Power 
Over Campaigns in the Bureaucrats Not the 
People. 

At present financing political elections lies 
ultimately with the people. They are the 
source of money and they help to determine 
who shall run for office and who shall not. 
Public financing will remove this power 
from them. It will place that power in the 
hands of government bureaucrats which, 
though not an evil per se, is less desirable 
than leaving the matter in the hands of the 
people. 

Voter interest is poor enough (only 55 per
cent of eligible voters in the last presiden
tial election chose to exercise their voting 
privilege) without doing more to discourage 
involvement, which is likely to be a conse
quence of public financing of campaigns. We 
should be finding ways to involve the people, 
not ways to further remove them from the 
electoral process. 

58 Committee for Economic Development, 
Financing a Better Election System (New 
York, 1968), p. 48. 

Additional commentary 
"The enthusiasm of contributors enlivens 

campaigns and increases voter participa
tion." 

"Depending on the type of public financ
ing, I believe elections would be drab . . . 
In my judgment, enthusiasm would decline." 

"Bureaucrats would write the rules, con
trol the money, and supervise the law. Our 
Government would then be leaving the peo
ple almost nothing. If we take the elections 
from the people, we have stolen their 
heritage. 

"That is an overdramatization of the prob
lem, but, somebody is going to decide when 
a fellow made a right report. If he did not, 
he is not going to get his Federal money."
William Frenzel (R), Rep. from Minnesota, 
in Hearings before the Senate Subcommit
tee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd Con
gress, 1st Sess., 1973, p. 143. 

"In our fervor for cleaning up the dirtier 
aspects of political campaigning, we mustn't 
make it a sterile operation-too pure and 
fragile to be touched by the hands of the 
people. We think that 100 percent public 
financing would remove an important ele
ment of citizen involvement." l.._Lucy W. 
Benson, President of the League of Women 
Voters, as quoted in a Washington Star News 
article, January 16, 1974 (p. A 15) 

"And there is one other aspect to the per
sonal involvement and participation in cam
paigns in America, and that is this: As men 
who have been elected to public office state
wide, each of you is aware of the increasing 
professionalism in campaigns. Professional 
managers, consultants and specialists in me
dia, advertising, demographics, research, 
computers and scheduling are part of nearly 
every major campaign in this country. Re
grettably, however. I fear that much of the 
citizen involvement and therefore influence 
is being eroded. 

"The use of volunteers is on the decline, 
which is very sad, but one of the few growing 
areas of political participation is in the con
tributing arena. More and more people are 
participating in campaigns by giving in rel
atively small amounts of their financial re
sources, and I do not believe we should in any 
way discourage this growing trend. Rather, 
we should congratulate those who have made 
viable the solicitation of financial support 
from the many instead of the few, and we 
should encourage this growth instead of dis
couraging it. 

"As long as campaign financing is on a 
voluntary basis, the public can exercise 
some control over the choice of candidates 
and politics. If politicians do not have to 
rely on private donations, public influence is 
weakened over the process of government."
Bernard M. Shanley, vice chairman of the 
Republican National Committee, in Hearings 
before the Senate Subcommittee on Privileges 
and Elections, 93rd Congress, 1st Session, 
1973, p. 318. 

"Here are some of the ways public financ
ing might open the electoral process to ma
nipulation by the federal government: 1) 
The federal government could set conditions 
on the candidate's qualifications over and 
above thooe already in existence. For various 
reasons, it could refuse to give federal funds 
to candidates who were allegedly in 'viola
tion' of the law, classified as 'subversive,' or 
who were actively opposed to the major par-

1 The article notes further, however, that 
"the League favors a mix of private and pub
lic financing that would encourage small 
individual contributions through tax credits 
and the income tax checkoff. Additional 
money then could be made available to can
didates who have shown they have 'substan
tial public support,' the League said with
out going into detail." 
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ties or the party in power. 2) The federal 
government could force parties to conform to 
federal rules and regulations and might 
eventually gain control of them. 3) Incum
bents could purposefully appropriate small 
amounts of money for political campaigns, 
thereby making it impossible for the chal
lenger to wage an effective campaign and 
assuring themselves of victory. 4) Congress 
and the President might be unable to agree 
upon how much money to appropriate, in 
which case there might be little or no funds 
for political campaigns. 5) The federal agency 
in charge of administering public financing 
might manipulate the electoral process. It 
could amend the law by rule without Con
gress knowing exactly what changes were 
being made."-William Frenzel, Rep. from 
Minnesota, Hearings before Senate Subcom
mittee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 150. 

"Relationships between political parties 
and voters may be weakened, and citizen in
terest in working actively in a campaign 
lost."-Robert G. Dixon, Jr., Asst. Atty. Gen., 
Dept. of Justice, Hearings before Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd 
Cong. 1st Sess. 1973, p. 306. 

"While the actual cost of administering a 
program of Federal financing of elections ls 
still unknown; a masl?ive bureaucratic orga
nization would have to be established to 
supervise the program. Its cost eventually 
would become exorbitant, and I question 
seriously that such a program could be realis- . 
tically and fairly administered. We are all too 
well aware of the history of bureaucratic 
involvement in something as open as the 
political process."-Bernard M. Shanley, Vice 
Chairman, Repub. National Comm., Hearings 
before Sen. Subcomm. on Privileges and Elec
tions, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 317. 

"It is unfortunate that progressive and 
successful steps to broaden and expand the 
base of financial support in the campaign last 
year have been clouded by attention to big 
money, 'fat cats,' and illegal contributions. 
The good that took place in 1972 should be a 
part of our thinking on Federal financing of 
campaigns. For example, approximately 1 
million contributions were received in behalf 
of President Nixon's reelection. The majority 
of the contributions were in amounts of $100 
or less, with the average of these contribu
tions less than $25. The contributions re
ceived in these small amounts totaled more 
than $15 million. 

"Senator McGovern likewise, raised a sim
ilar amount through the financial support of 
tens of thousands of individuals who contrib
uted in relatively small amounts. 

"In contrast, it has been estimated that 
o:nly 30,000 American citizens contributed to 
the 1960 campaign of both Presidential can
didates. Thus, in only 12 years there has been 
a sixfold increase in the number of small 
donors who voluntarily participated in the 
all-important elective precess. 

"Campaign reform is necessary. Consider
ing the legislation required for this reform, 
I urge that you amplify the good while cut
ting away the bad. Legislation that would 
force out the small contributor would do 
irreparable damage to our elective process."
Bernard M. Shanley, Vice Chairman of the 
Republican Nat'. Comm., Hea:rl.ngs before 
Senate Subcom. on Privileges and Elections, 
93rd Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, pp. 315-316. 

"In 1973, almost 85 percent of our total 
contributions came from the small giver. I 
think you know, Mr. Chairman, as well as I 
do, and a lot better, perhaps, that where an 
individual gives a small amount-I do not 
care whether it is $1 or $5-to a candidate, he 
then becomes an advocate, he becomes inter
ested. And this is good, it seems to me, for 

the electoral process. This ls whiat we want; 
we do not want to lose them. 

"And with the present erosion of both par
ties-both the Democrat and the Republican 
Party-we are losing people every day, as op
posed to the independents. And we cannot 
afford it. And the tragedy in this country will 
be when we lose the two-party system. As you 
know better than I do, it will be a disaster for 
this country; it is the basis of our whole 
system."-Bernard M. Shanley, Vice Chair
man, Repub. Nat'l. Comm., Hearings before 
Senate Subcom. on Priv. and Elections, 9~d 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 321. 

"The current fault of our political system 
is the shortage of 'people participation.' Too 
few of our eligible citizens vote. In 1972, 48 
mlllion potential voters stayed away from the 
polls. This number exceeded t .he votes cast 
for any candidate. 

"Too few work in political campaigns, and 
too few support financially the party or 
candidate of their choice. It is estimated that 
90 percent of all political contributions come 
from 1 percent of the population. Here in 
the world's greatest democracy, such lack of 
political involvement is deplorable. Public 
financing would only widen the gap between 
the electorate and the political process. 

"Our greatest need ls to develop a sense 
of obligation and responslblllty on the part 
of more Americans to participate fully in the 
electoral process-in short, to broaden the 
popular base of political activity and political 
glving."-Charles F. Hood, representing the 
Chamber of Commerce of the U.S. Hearings 
before Sen. Subcom. on Priv. and Elec. 93d 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 364. 

5. Public Financing Is Yet Another Ex
ample of the Subsidy Philosophy. 

Public financing is yet another example of 
the propensity to attempt solution of na
tional problems with Federal handouts. Sub
sidization should be employed only if 
absolutely necessary and that hardly appears 
to be the case in campaign financing. Other 
approaches may prove more helpful in con
trolling campaign costs, e.g., contribution 
and expenditure limitations, increased or 
better advertised tax credits and tax deduc
tions, or limited government assistance which 
treats all candidates in an equal way (say 
in mail privileges). 

Additional commentary 
Government subsidies for campaigns 

"would create intractable problems prin
cipally because there is no sound under
lying theory to justify the subsidy.''-Ralph 
K. Winter, Jr., Campaign Finances (AEI 
Special Analysis, 1971) . 

6. Public Financing Proposals Prohibiting 
or Unreasonably Limiting Private Contribu
tions May Violate First Amendment Guar
antees of Free Speech. 

Some constitutional scholars and others 
contend that to prohibit or unreasonably 
limit contributions by individuals ls to 
violate First Amendment guarantees of free 
speech. In the contributing context, the 
giving of money constitutes a "free-speech" 
act. This argument was perhaps partially 
responsible for the ellmlnation of limitaltlons 
on the size of contributions done in the Fed
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971. Public 
financing proposals which would preclude 
any private financing seem on their face to 
violate this constitutional guarantee. Any 
unreasonable limitation would also seem to 
violate that guarantee. Such proposals, 
accordingly, are constitutionally dubious. 

s. 372, the Federal Election Campaign Act 
Amendments of 1973, passed by the Senate 
July 30, 1973, contain limitations on con
tributions ($25,000 maximum by an individ
ual to all Federal candidates in any election 
and $3,000 maximum by an individual to 
each Federal candidate in any election). How 
constitutionally valid these limitations are 

is a question yet to be settled by the courts. 
Limitations are predicated on Congress' right 
to regulate Federal elections and to "purify" 
the electoral process. In any court test the 
principles of regulation and electoral purity 
will undoubtedly be weighed against the 
guarantee of free speech in order to reach a 
conclusion. This same weighing process 
would probably occur if a public financing 
system were brought to court by an individ
ual who felt his First Amendment guarantees 
were being violated because he was denied, 
or unreasonably constrained, in his right to 
contribute to a political campaign. 

Additional commentary 

* * * 
"Prohibition, or unreasonable limitation ot 

private contributions ls an unconstitutional 
denial of a long-enjoyed right. It is an ob
vious discrimination that I do not have to 
point out to you if we allow one person to 
volunteer services, and deny another person 
his right to contribute money. If an account
ant, executive or lawyer can contribute 
$5,000 to my campaign in volunteer services, 
which they regularly do, how can we tell a 
person in a wheelchair who wants to give me 
$5,000 that he cannot."-William Frenzel 
(R), Rep. from Minnesota in Hearings before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93rd Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, p. 
142. 

* * * 
"Under some bills, candidates who do not 

elect to receive a subsidy must nevertheless 
abide by limitations on contributions and 
spending. Such limitations may conflict with 
the First Amendment pollcy of encouraging 
as much communication in the political 
realm as possible."-Robert G. Dixon, Jr., 
Asst. Atty. Gen., Hearings before Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd 
Cong., 1st Sess., pp. 306-307. 

* * * 
"Direct subsidies would also raise serious 

problems of freedom of expression. They 
would be a form of compulsory political ac
tivity which limited the freedom of those 
who would refrain as well as of those who 
chose to participate. When an individual ls 
forced, in effect, to make a contribution to a 
political movement to which he ls indiffer
ent or which he finds distasteful, it may 
fairly be said that a basic freedom is being 
infringed. When this forced payment is com
bined with limits on contributions to favored 
candidates, political freedom ls drastically 
limited. Many who today propose subsidies 
to political parties or candidates condemn 
subsidies where religious organizations are 
concerned. The precise constitutional issues 
differ but they are sufficiently analogous that 
one may well question whether the underly
ing principle is not the same. Indeed, what if 
a religious party were formed?" 

"Public financing of campaigns might run 
afoul of the Constitution in other ways. 
Whatever the size of the subsidy, and par
ticularly when combined with a limit on 
expendltureti, the precise amount would be · 
subject to constitutional challenge on the 
grounds that it discriminated in one fashion 
or another. The charge would not be less 
forceful for the fact that it would be entirely 
up to those in power to say how large the 
subsidy would be.'' 67 

67 A subsidy proposed for Massachusetts in 
1964 would have allocated $200,000 to the 
two major parties in proportion to each 
party's share of the total vote in the last 
state primary. This formula would have given 
the Democratic Party the great bulk of the 
subsidy. An Opinion of the Justices, 347 
Mass. 797, 197 N.E. 2d 691 (1964), however, 
found the then-pending legislation not to be 
a "public purpose" under state law, thus 
strongly implying that the b111's constitu
tionality was doubtful. 
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"Any formula for determining who gets 
what subsidy is open to constitutional chal
lenge, for subsidies are inherently inconsis
tent with a 'free trade in ideas.' One com
mentator has stated it thus: 

"The traditional meaning of this concept 
is that government must not interfere on 
behalf of either a majority or a minority; 
if the majority's superior resources give it 
greater power to express its views through 
the mass media, this is a natural and proper 
result of the superior appeal the majority's 
'product' has- to the public. Government in
tervention on behalf of minorities would 
deny first and fourteenth amendment rights 
to members of the majority group by under
mining the preponderance which the free 
market has given them. Likewise, state action 
calculated to reduce the relative power of 
minorities to express their views would in
fringe their constitutional rights. A plan al
locating funds to all parties equally would 
give minorities publicity out of proportion 
to the size of their following thus dis
criminating against the majority, and a 
plan apportioning funds according to party 
size would give the majority more funds 
with which to influence uncommitted voters, 
tending to increase the majority's preponder
ance . ~8 

"This dilemma seems inescapable unless we 
abandon the tradition that government 
neither help nor hinder the propagation of 
the views of a political moveµient."-Ralph 
K. Winter, Jr., Campaign financing and po
litical freedom (AEI), 1973, pp . 25-26. 

7. Whether or Not Americans Support 
Public Financing Is Open to Question. 

While a Gallup poll released September 30, 
1973 found 65 percent of its respondents 
thought it a "good idea" that "the federal 
government provide a fixed amount of money 
for the election campaigns for the presidency 
and for Congress and that all private con
tributions from other sources should be pro
hibited," a Harris poll released September 24, 
1973 found that 73 percent opposed "ending 
all private contributions to political cam
paigns, and (having] the federal government 
finance campaigns out of tax money." Such 
diametrically opposed findings leave in doulbt 
what actual support there is for the concept 
among the American people. Moreover, most 
Americans are so uninformed as to the pur
poses of and means for public financing of 
campaigns, not to mention its consequences, 
that they are in no position to formulate an 
intelligent opinion. Certainly they are owed 
an opportunity to be educated in this mat
ter and to register their opinions with the 
Congress prior to the Government instituting 
wholesale public financing of national level 
political campaigns. 

Moreover, first year experience with the 
tax checkoff to finance the Presidential Elec
tion Campaign Fund, established by the Rev
enue Act of 1971, indicates little interest and 
enthusiasm among the people. Only 3.1 per
cent of taxpayers submitting returns for 1972 
chose to direct that $1 (or $2 on a joint re. 
turn) of their taxes owed be designated for 
the Fund. The total amount designated in 
1972 was $3 .9 million. 

•s NoTE.-"Payment of State Funds to Po
litical Party Committees for Use in Meeting 
Campaign Expenses Lacks a Public Purpose," 
Harvard Law Review, vol. 78, pp. 1260, 1262-
1263. See also Williams v. Rhodes, 393 U.S. 
23 ( 1968). There an Ohio law which made 
it quite difficult for third parties to get on 
the ballot was considered. Justice Black, 
writing for the majority, noted that "there is, 
of course, no reason why two parties should 
retain a permanent monopoly on the right 
to have people vote for or against them. 
Competition in ideas and governmental pol
icies is at the core of our electoral process 
and of the First Amendment freedoms." 393 
U .S. 32. Similar considerations would seem 
to apply to a subsidy which gave third parties 
less than major parties. 

Over a four year period this trend, if it 
holds, would provide no more than $16 mil
lion to be divided among the major and 
minor party candidates who could qualify 
for and did choose public financing of their 
campaigns in 1976. In 1972 George McGovern 
spent about $28 million in a losing and 
President Nixon about $55 million in a win
ning effort. Obviously, if the taxpayer con
tinues to demonstrate apathy for the check
off there will be hardly enough money avail
able for one decent campaign, let alone more 
than one. (Note: Early tax returns for 1973 
indicate a higher level of participation-14.5 
percent. If this high participation rate con
tinues, the Fund would have sufficient 
amounts by 1976 to finance the general elec
tion campaigns of presidential candidates. 
However, this high rate of checkoff may be 
a temporary taxpayer reaction to Watergate 
and enthusiasm could wane in future years.) 

At all levels in 1972 it has been estimated 
that $400 million was expended in political 
campaigns. All of this money was privately 
raised, which suggests that private financing 
is a viable system. It remains to be proven 
that public financing via the checkoff can do 
as well. 

Additional commentary 

"The American public largely ignored the 
tax checkoff last year, and indications are 
they will do so again, even though the check
off form is moved on the form 1040 page of 
the income tax return. Citizens want to 
identify directly with the candidate or party . 
of their choice, not through the Treasury 
Department. Through Federal financing, per
sonal involvement and real participation are 
lost."-Bernard M. Shanley, Vice Chairman 
Repub. Nat'l. Comm., in Hearings before Sen. 
ate Subcommittee on Priv. and Elec., 93d 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 318. 

"In a recent poll of our members, we found 
that: 93 percent favor overall election re
form; 94 percent support public disclosure 
of contributions to, and expenditures by, all 
candidates for Federal office; 74 percent be
lieve the election campaign law should be 
administered and enforced by an indepen
dent agency; 88 percent favor shorter cam
paigns; 92 percent would require each can
didate to have one central committee for re
porting and recordkeeping purposes; 83 per
cent oppose the granting of free or reduced 
postal rates to any Federal candidate; 83 per
cent oppose the present practice of permit
ting labor and business-related political ac
tion groups to contribute unlimited amounts 
to candidates or parties; and 76 percent favor 
the continued voluntary funding of political 
campaigns." (Emphasis supplied. ]-Charles 
F. Hood, representing the Chamber of Com
merce of the U.S., in Hearings before the Sen
ate Subcom. on Priv. and Elections, 93d 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, pp. 364-365. 

8. Public Financing Will Unfairly Wark to 
the Advantage of Incumbents. 

Incumbents enter a campaign with ad
vantages over their opponents. Because of 
their free ma111ng privilege they can make 
known their names in their districts or State 
through letters, newsletters, and question
naires. Accordingly, voters are more familiar 
with them than they are with those who 
run against them. 

A Twentieth Century Fund study, Electing 
Congress, shows that between 1954 and 1968, 
92 percent of all House incumbents who 
sought re-election (3,220 races) were success
ful, while 85 percent of Senate incumbents 
won re-election (224 races) during that same 
period of time. Proponents of public finan
cing claim that it will even the odds be
tween incumbent and opponent. There is a 
real question as to the validity of that claim. 
Opponents normally must spend more than 
incumbents if they are to be successful. Pub
lic financing will preclude that possibility 
and thus benefit the incumbent who already 

has the advantage. This occurrence is as like
ly, if not more likely, than that of evening 
the odds between incumbent and challenger. 
This is especially true in House races where 
the challenger must outspend the incumbent 
if he is to have any chance. 

Additional commentary 

"Challengers are at the mercy of incum
bents ... In the Senate it is said that your 
challengers can win with less dollars. I will 
stipulate that. However, in the House it is 
different. You fellows in the Senate are im
portant big shots. When you fellows run, you 
dominate the media. When you run every 
person in the media is hanging on your every 
word. 

"Over in the House we have to fight for a 
little visibility. Now, in the House an incum
bent has access to the media, but the chal
lenger is just another guy. (T] ables out of 
a study ... indicate that a challenger has to 
spend 10 times as much money as an incum
bent to prevail in a House election. I am not 
sure that I agree with that factor, but I must 
conclude that in the House it is an unequal 
struggle with the incumbent heavily favored, 
and that the House and Senate are two com
pletely different kinds of races."-William 
Frenzel (R.) Rep. from Minnesota, in Hear
ings before the Senate Subcommittee on· Pri
vileges and Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st Session, 
1973, p. 142. 

"A $150,000 limitation for a Congressional 
campaign may sound huge to reformers or 
to incumbents whose re-election does not re
quire spending of amounts anywhere near 
this figure. However, for the challenger, 
lower limitations ii;npose nearly impossible 
problems. With today's costs there is no way 
a challenger can make himself known over 
a well-identified incumbent when there are 
stringent expenditure limitations. 

"An interesting study by W. F. Lott and 
P. D. Warner III of the Economics Depart
ment of the University of Connecticut writ
ten in 1971 is reproduced in the Congres
sional Record of September 23, 1971 on pages 
33137 to 33140. Lott and Warner say bluntly 
that the impact of spending restrictions is 
'to insulate the incumbent and for all prac
tical purposes insure his election.' 

"Warner-Lott's research 'indicates, for ex
ample, that an office-holder who has 40 per
cent of the total eligible votes in his district 
registered in his party, can, if he and his 
opponent are limited to $50,000, expect to 
receive 60 percent of the total votes cast.' 

"Table 4, reproduced on the next page, on 
page 33140, shows that with a 50 percent
party registration, the challenger must spend 
over $54,000 and the incumbent only $5,000 
to have an equal chance of election." 

TABLE 4.-MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD POINT ESTIMATE OF 
CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURE NECESSARY TO GIVE CANDI
DATE AN EQUAL A PRIORI CHANCE OF ELECTION 

Voter registration in the party 
of the candidate, as a per
centage of total registration 

30 ________ _____ _________ ___ _ 
40 _____ __ ___ ______________ _ _ 
50 ___ ____ ____ _________ _____ _ 
60 ___ __________________ ____ _ 
70 __ ___ __ __ __ ___ ______ _____ _ 

Expenditures 

Incumbent 

$31, 335. 59 
11, 091. 46 
4, 955. 96 
2, 566. 08 
1, 470. 89 

Challenger 

$343, 960. 69 
121, 747. 36 
54, 399. 96 
28, 167. 05 
16, 145. 54 

"One way to balance the scales under a 
system of public financing does exist. A 
candidate would require more money if he 
was a challenger than he would if he were 
an incumbent. In order for this alternative 
to be effective, a measure of the value of 
incumbency would have to be calculated and 
the difference paid to the challenger. This 
system, however, stands little or no chance 
of passage because Congressmen would not 
want to see their challengers in a position of 
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beating them at election time."-William 
Frenzel (R), Rep. from Minnesota, state
ment submitted to Senate Subcommittee on 
Pl'ivileges and Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st Ses
sion, 1973, p. 157. 

* * * • * 
"I don't go in very strong for public 

financing. On the face of it, it would give 
the party in power [or incumbent] what 
would seem to be an advantage."--Sen. 
George Aiken, in "Political Report/Public 
financing sought, House committee battle 
likely over Senate plan," by Jonathan Cot
tin, National Journal Reports, 11 / 10 / 73, p. 
1683. 

* * * * 
"What would prevent an incumbent Pres

ident from vetoing or an incumbent Con
gress from refusing to appropriate money for 
political campaigns, thereby insuring their 
own re-election ?"-William Frenzel, Rep. 
from Minn., Hearings before Senate Subcom. 
on Privileges and Elections, 93d Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1973, p. 151. 

"Federal financing would be of tremendous 
aid to incumbents and a major disadvantage 
to challengers, which I think Senator Johns
ton just indicated, although he did not say 
it. It would be virtually impossible for 
an unknown challenger in a large State, such 
as Texas or California, to unseat an incum
bent Senator if he could only spend $175,000, 
the limit proposed in one bill under consid
eration. It would take more than that to even 
get his name known to a majority of the 
State's voters."-Bernard M. Shanley, Vice 
Chairman, Repub. Nat'l. Comm., Hearings 
before the Sen. Subcom. on Priv. and Elec., 
93d Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, p. 317-318. 

9. The Problem oj Frivolous Candidacies. 
One of the great problems with all public 

financing proposals is that they may spawn 
frivolous candidacies because of the lure of 
public funds. Three ways have been pro
posed to discourage the emergence of such 
candidacies: 1) qualifying petitions, 2) 
bonds, and 3) matching grants. None of 
them, however, is without problems. 

Petitions present the problem of conflict
ing laws in the several States and raise ques
tions about what is a valid signautre, how 
to deal with challenges, and who may sign 
a petition (and how many he may sign). 
Verification and processing may take so long 
as to hamper, if not prevent, the granting 
of money to candidates. Also, the petition 
method favors those with money nad party
backed candidates because these candidates 
can field the manpower necessary to obtain 
the needed signatures. 

Posting bonds would discriminate against 
candid·ates in poor areas because they would 
find it difficult to obtain the bond. It might 
also discourage independent candidates who 
would fear going into deep debt if their bids 
proved unsuccessful. Finally, it could lead 
to endless recounts in election after election 
demanded by candidates who fall to receive 
enough votes to secure their bond and their 
subsidy. 

Matching grants, while the le·ast objection
able, could lead to washing of funds (e.g., a 
contributor of $1,000 could increase his con
tribution 100 percent by having it given un
der 20 different names at $50 per name, thus 
qualifying it for matching grants) to help 
candidates qualify for public funds. This 
method also might fail to produce adequate 
funds for some races, particularly if com
bined with stringent contribution limita
tions. Also, high threshold figures to qualify 
for matching funds could deter economic 
and social minority candidacies. 

Among general problems inherent in all 
these approaches are: 1) discouragement of 
candidacies by those who want to educate 
the public, 2) discouragement of those who 
do not want to go through the bureaucratic 
hassles involved in applying for funds, and 
3) discrimination against frivolous candi-

dates by denying them access to the political 
process. 

Additional commentary 

"When the public financers go further and 
apply their concept to primary or pre-nomi
nation electioneering, the problems multiply. 
How do you seP'arate serious from frivolous 
candidates for a House or Senate seat, par
ticularly when the prospect of public money 
guarantees candidates an opportunity for ex
posure at a minimum of cost. Do you require 
signatures on a petition before a ca.ndidaite 
is qualified to get federal funds? A firm can 
be hired to get them-at $50 per 100 in Cali
fornia. Do you require a prospective candi
date to raise some amount in small contribu
tions? How much? Since interest groups al
ready are organized and making just such 
small contributions upon direction, they 
could have more clout from their traditional 
donations, while letting the U.S. Treasury 
pay part of the costs."-Walter Pincus, 
Campaign financing, the New republic Oc
tober 27, 1973. p. 18. 

"A second allegation made on behalf of 
subsidies is that they would increase 'the 
opportunities for meaningful participation 
in ... electoral contests without regard to 
the financial resources av·ailable to indi
vidual candidates ... .' 49 But how many 
would become candidates if we subsidized 
campaigns? Unrestricted access to such sub
sidies would be an incentive to everyone with 
a yen for publicity to become a candidate; 
elections would thus become an anarchic 
jungle with policy issues wholly obscured. 
For that reason, many subsidy proposals 
suggest limitations on eligibility. One for
mula might call for a subsidy adjusted to 
performance on previous elections, but that 
seems unfair to newcomers and overly gen
erous to the "old guard.'' Another route 
would be to adjust the subsidy according to 
performance in the election itself. For ex
ample, the Hart bill (which applies only to 
Senate and House races but could easily be 
extended to presidential campaigns) would 
require a security deposit equal to one-fifth 
of the anticipated subsidy. If the candidate 
got less than 10 percent of the total vote, 
the deposit would be forfeited. If he got less 
than 5 percent, he would have to repay what
ever subsidy he had received." 50 

"Such a provision, however, is hardly con
sistent with the bill's ostensible purpose. A 
candidate such as Fred Harris, for example, 
might well have no chance under such a law. 
If he refused the subsidy, it would be a 
signal that he did not take his chances seri
ously. He would then be quite unlikely to 
raise substantial funds, unless he had a rich 
patron, an alternative closed off by limits on 
individual contributions. If he took the sub
sidy, he would risk bankruptcy. The Hart for
mula could thus be a Trojan horse to the 
average candidate. 

"What the formula would create, however, 
would be a temptation for those who antici
pated financial gain from running for office. 
Under the Hart plan, the author/ candidate 
might be encouraged to enter the race to 
gather material for a book. A publisher's 
advance could cover the cost of posting the 
security bond or returning the subsidy. 
Similarly, many young lawyers would be 
likely to find it profitable to enter congres
sional races and take their chances on the 
subsidy in order to get publicity beneficial 
to their practices. Even if they might have 
to forfeit their bond or return the subsidy. 
it might seem a good risk when the amount 
was capitalized over the period of time that 
the anticipated income would accrue. The 
Hart formula might thus increase the num
ber of non-serious candidates while discour-

49 Hart bill, section 2 (1). 
Go Ibid., Section 7(a). 

aging those the bill is designed to aid.''
Ra.lph K. Winter, Jr., Campaign financing 
and political freedom. (AEI), 1973,, pp. 22-23. 

10. There Are Ways for the Government to 
Assist Candidates Other Than by Total Sub
sidy. 

If it is felt that the Government ought to 
provide assistance to candidates for public 
office, there are more equitable and less 
complicated ways of doing it than through 
direct financial assistance. For example, the 
Government could subsidize part of the mail
ing costs of candidates; or repeal Section 315 
of the Federal Communications Act to permit 
commercial broadcast of political programs 
without having to give equal time to all 
candidates; or meet expenses which are 
equally shared by candidates. This kind of 
approach avoids the sticky problems of 
formulas, enforcement, and inequitableness 
which attend public financing of campaigns. 

Additional commentary 

• * 
"All necessary election and primary costs 

that do not benefit one candidate or party 
or position on election issues against any 
other are properly a public responsibility and 
should be conducted at governmental ex
pense."-Committee for Economic Develop
ment, "Restoring confidence tn the political 
process," January 21, 1973, p. 10. 

* * 
"A public subsidy for all Federal elections 

could not be enforced effectively; if granted, 
it should be confined to specific areas readily 
monitored. 

"Pending bills to determine, among other 
matters, eligibility of candidates for funds 
:eview of cases where funds are denied, polic~ 
mg records and making investigations in
volve complicated, protracted and costly ad
ministrative and judicial procedures; and 
enforcement would be difficult ."-Robert G. 
Dixon, Jr., Asst. Atty. Gen. Dept. of Just .,, 
Hearings before the Senate Subcommitteee 
on Privileges and Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st 
Sess., 1973, p. 306. 

11. Tax Credits and Deductions Can Be 
Increased or Those Existing Better Adver
tised in Preference to Public Financing. 

The Revenue Act of 1971 allows the tax
payer to claim annually either a tax credit 
of $12.50 ($25.00 on joint returns) or a tax 
deduction of $50.00 ($100.00) for political 
contributions. The purpose of this credit or 
deduction is to encourage small contribu
tions. as an alternative to public financing 
efforts should be made ( 1) to increase the 
credit and deduction if the present ones are 
considered insufficient to stimulate giving, 
and ( 2) to inform voters of the existence of 
the credit and deduction in order to encour
age oontributions in small amounts. If large 
amounts can be raised in small sums, then 
the pressure for solicitation of large con
tributions will be eased and the fear of im
proper influence because of large contribu
tions abated. The private financing system 
can continue then to finance elections in 
America and public financing can be avoided 
with its many problems and negative fea
tures. 

Additional commentary 

"We urge the federal government, political 
organizations, and citizen groups to conduct 
an extensive campaign to inform voters and 
taxpayers of the tax-incentive provisions in 
the ne·w law. States levying personal income 
taxes should adopt tax credits similar to 
those allowed on the federal income tax. 
Moreover, we recommend that state tax-credit 
provisions include contributions to all cam
paigns on issues subject to popular vote, as 
well as gifts to primary and general election 
campaigns."-Committee for Economic De
velopment, "Restoring confidence in the po
litical process," January 21, 1973, p. 9. 
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Former Senator Robert F. Kennedy pre
fered tax incentives to public subsidies. In 
testimony before the Senate Finance Com
mittee in 1967 he said: "By comparison to 
tax incentives, I believe individual participa
tion will be discouraged if we use direct sub
sidies from the Treasury to finance cam
paigns. I would prefer to have the committee 
consider moving in the direction of encour
aging individual contributions through tax 
incentives." 

In opting for tax incentives the Senator 
noted seven arguments that favor this ap
proach over public subsidies. These are: ( 1) 
incentives would aid candidates prior to the 
general election while subsidies would "al
most necessarily" be limited to activities 
after the conventions; 2 

(2) incentives would encourage contribu
tions for candidates below the presidency, 
who are future presidential candidates; 3 

(3) incentives do not represent the threat 
to our party system that subsidies do; 4 

(4) direct subsidies raise difficult problems 
regarding who shall qualify, proliferation 
of candidates, arbitrary formulas that will 
not work in practice, and interference in 
state and local party disputes; (5) public 
subsidies raise constitutional dilemmas not 
present with tax incentives, in particular 
ones regarding minor party right to funds 
and traducing of First Amendment rights 
of free speech in denying the private citizen 
the right to contribute; (6) a checkoff per
mits the taxpayer to earmark how his tax 
dollar shall be spent, which is contrary to 
tradition, while direct appropriations would 
leave a public subsidy system open to the 
vagaries of the appropriations process; and 
(7) direct subsidy would "further separate 
the individual citizen from the political 
process-insulating the party organization 
from any need to reach citizens except 
through the one way communication of tele
vision and advertising. The political parties 
would talk to the citizen; but the individual 
could not effectively talk back." 5-Robert 

2 At the time the Senator was testifying 
his remarks were premised on the 1966 Elec
tion Campa.ign Fund Act, which had just 
been shelved in the Senate. That plan did 
not forsee the financing of presidential pri
maries, a proposal which has since emerged; 
hence, the Sena.tor's comment that subsidies 
''almost necessarily" wou~d have to be limited 
to activities after the convention. Elsewhere 
in this listing of arguments the problems at
tendant with financing primary campaigns 
have been addressed (see, "We Do Not know 
What Effect Public Financing Will Have on 
Pre-nomination Presidential Campaigns"). 

s Again, Senator Kennedy did not foresee 
the proposal to finance congressional cam
paigns as well as those for the presidency, 
and his argument here is premised on private 
financing of those elections. 

• Senator Kennedy was particularly con
cerned that overcentralization of our party 
system would occur because the 1966 Act 
gave a large role to the national parties 
in controlling the ex.penditure of public 
funds. Most current plans would subsidize 
the candidates directly, which proposal 
raises a separate set of problems regarding 
the party system. Nevertheless, the Sen
ator's point that public subsidy would dra
matically affect our party system ls valid 
whether they play a central role, as he 
feared, or almost no role, as envisioned in 
current public financing proposals. 

5 Again, the Senator's contention in this 
argument ls premised on the 1966 plan 
which gave parties a central role. However, 
if the word "candidate" is substituted for 
"party" the argunien1; stm retains validity 
and his basic point that it insulates the 
electoral process from the individual re
mains valid whether control is vested in 
the candidate or the party. 

F. Kennedy, a Sen. from N.Y., in Senate 
Committee on Finance, Political campaign 
financing proposals (hearings), 90th Con
gress, 1st Session, 1967, pp. 244-248. 

* 
"Sounder solutions than direct public 

financing may be available by broadening 
the base of voluntary citizen participation, 
examples include tax and other induce
ments."-Robert G. Dixon, Jr., Asst. Atty. 
Gen., Dept. of Justice, Hearings before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973. p. 306. 

"To broaden the base of political giving, 
we urge the Congress to provide for rea
sonable tax deductions as further incentive 
to smaller contributors."--Charles F. Hood, 
representing the Chamber of Commerce of 
the U.S., Hearings before Senate Subcom. on 
Priv. and Elec., 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, 
p. 364. 

12. The Taxpayer's Dollar Will Be Used To 
Support Candidates He Does Not Favor and 
Campaign Activities He Abhors. 

The 1971 law establishing the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund provided for sepa
rate accounts for the two major parties and a 
general fund for other parties. Presumably 
this permitted the taxpayer the option of des
ignating to which account ):le wished to allo
cate his dollar. The option was included to 
meet objections to a single fund which would 
deny the taxpayer the right to earmark his 
contribution. This segregation of funds was 
vitiated, however, by a provision of the law 
which authorized the transfer of funds from 
the general account to the accounts of each 
major party 60 days prior to a general elec
tion. In other words, a taxpayer who had des
ignated money to the general account, per
haps becaui:;e he did not want his money to 
support candidates of either major party, 
could see some of his money transferred to 
the accounts of the major parties. This trans
fer authority made a mockery of the os
tensible right to designate one's tax dollar to 
other than a major party. 

In 1973 Congress took yet a further step 
and obliterated altogether the right of the 
taxpayer to earmark his dollar. A provision 
of the first Debt Ceiling Act of 1973 (P.L. 
93-53) eliminated the special accounts aind 
provided instead for one general account 
from which all candidates would draw funds. 
While this move had the saving grace of ex
cising hypocrisy from the initial act, it made 
the plan vulnerable to the criticism thS!t the 
tax checkoff denies to the taxpayer the right 
to designate who shall benefit from his con
tribution. The present system of private :fi
nancing, on other other hand, retains sole 
power to the contributor in making this de
termination, a fundamental right which 
ought not to be denied him. 

Obviously, the problem which proponents 
of the tax checkoff proposal confront is that 
if they permit the taxpayer final say in the 
allocation of his dollar, with no provision to 
transfer money from one fund to another, the 
embarrassing situation might arise of insuf
ficient funds being earmarked to finance a 
candidate of a major party. Their solution is 
to take away what should be guaranteed. 

Others have proposed having no checkoff 
but instead authorizing the Congress to ap
propriate such amounts as are necessary to 
fund public :financing of elections. This pro
posal compounds the problem by removing 
from the taxpayer any say whatsoever in the 
matter and by making all taxpayers contrib
utors whether they want to be or not. Accord· 
ingly, it is even more unfair than the check
off. 

Yet another problem encountered in pub
lic financing is the use of taxpayer dollars 
to finance campaign activities which he does 
not approve. The clever and engaging spot 
advertisement is a favorite of political can
didates yet appalls many people. Public fl.-

nancing is not going to change the use of 
such spots. It will simply use the reluctant 
taxpayer's dollar to finance them. Even less 
palatable would be the demagogue financed 
from the public treasury. The taxpayer might 
take great exception to him and to financing 
his type campaign but unless elaborate, and 
probably unconstitutional, restrictions were 
placed upon the speech of candidates noth
ing could be done to curtail the demagogue. 
At least under the private financing system 
his money comes only from those who sup
port him. 

Additional commentary 

* * * * * 
"A very basic question, not yet answered, 

is whether the average citizen wants his ta1x 
dollars spent on billboards, campaign flyers 
and such standard political gimmicks as bal
loons. Reliability of campaign management 
would not be increased with Federal financ
ing; the reverse, I am confident, would be 
true." 

"Citizens want to identify directly with 
the candidate or party of their choice, not 
through the Treasury Department. Through 
Federal financing, personal involvment and 
real participation are lost.''-Bernard M. 
Shanley, vice chairman of the Republican 
National Committee, in Hearings before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93d Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, p. 
317-318. 

* * * * * 
"The use of private money is said to have 

weakened public confidence in the demo
cratic process. We ought to ask, however, 
whether confidence is likely to be restored 
when taxpayers pay for campaigns they re
gard as frivolous, wasteful, and, in some 
cases, abhorrent. Would the taxpayer viewing 
television spots have more confidence be
cause part of the tab came out of his pay
check? Would the voter have more con
fidence because he had to help pay for activi
ties with which he disagreed? What would 
happen if a racist ran for office and delivered 
radical and quasi-violent speeches? One 
result might be cries for even more regula
tion-in particular, for regulation of the 
content of political speech. Those calling for 
public financing often point to polls show
ing public discontent with the high cost of 
campaigns. The same polls, however, show 
as much discontent with •too much mud
slinging.' 65 Indeed, the question, 'Why should 
the public pay for-?' seems a natural re
sponse to repugnant, but subsidized, cam
paign rhetoric."-Ralph K. Winter, Jr., 
Campaign financing and political freedom, 
(AEI), 1973,p.24. 

13. Cost of Elections Is Entirely in Keeping 
with What Is at Stake. 

The favorite adjectives used to describe 
campaign costs by those seeking public 
financing of elections are "soaring," "ex
orbitant," "skyrocketing,'' "mushrooming." 
With great lament it is noted that costs 
have doubled or tripled in recent years. Yet, 
as a noted authority on the subject, Herbert 
Alexander, Director of the Citizens' Research 
Foundation, has pointed out, campaign costs 
when looked at in perspective are not that 
c:xtraordinary in our rich, post-industrial so
ciety. In March 1973 he wrote, "political 
costs need to be considered in perspective. 
Considered in the aggregate, politics is not 
overpriced. It is under financed. $400 million 
[his estimate of the costs of all elections in 
1972) is just a fraction of 1 per cent of the 
amounts spent by governments at all levels, 
and that is what politics is all about, gaining 
control of governments to decide policies on, 
among other things, how tax money will be 
spent. $400 million is less than the amount 

66 The results are from a Gallup poll re
printed in Hearings, p. 456. 
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spent in 1972 by the two largest commercial 
advertisers in the United States." 6 

In a post-1972-election interview with U.S. 
News and World Report,7 Alexander stated 
that the spending total for 1972 was not 
excessive for an affluent nation, observing 
that "it's not much in terms of what is 
spent on chewing gum and cosmetics." The 
amount spent in 1972 amounted to less than 
$3 a head on the basis of nearly 140 million 
Americans of voting age, or about $5 per 
actual voter. 

Accordingly, how valid is the claim of pub
lic financing proponents that our election 
costs are too high or that the only fair and 
feasible means of meeting them in the future 
is through public subsidy? Our rich country 
is undoubtedly capable of supporting cam
paigns without recourse to that solution. 

Additional Commentary 

• • 
"I do not think we spend too much on 

elections. Federal elections in this country 
cost less per voter than elections in many 
other democratic countries. Total expendi
tures for Federal elections are only some
what more than the annual Procter & Gam
ble advertising budget. 

"We ranked in the lower third of the 
democratic countries in the way we spend 
money for elections. I think it is darn im
portant, so I do not mind spending as much 
on our legislative process as we do for soap 
suds or polished chrome."-William Frenzel 
(R) Rep. from Minnesota, in Hearings before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93rd Congress, 1st session, 1973, p. 
143. 

"Fourth, it is alleged that public financing 
will help determine 'the extent to which ex
penditure levels may be substantially higher 
than necessary for the conduct of a com
petitive, informative, and effective campaign. 
• • : s2 This statement, too, seems a non
sequitur, since a subsidy tells us nothing 
about whether present non-subsidized ex
penditures are excessive. In addition, provi
sion of a subsidy would almost surely in
crease the amounts spent, as it did in Puerto 
Rico.'' 53-..Ralph K. Winter, Jr. Campaign 
financing and political freedom, (AEI), 
1973, p. 23. 

14. Pernicious Impact of Public Financing 
on Our Party System. 

No matter what system of public financing 
is devised it would appear to have an adverse 
effect on our present party system. Under 
the present system the parties play a limited 
role in election campaigns but do not so 
totally dominate them as to exclude inde
pendent-minded candidates from winning 
elections. If public financing were done ex
clusively through political parties, power to 
control dissidents and party independents 
would accrue to party leaders, potentially 
smothering a vital force for new ideas and 
change within a party. Also, because parties 
would no longer be dependent on private 
sources for funds, they might be less respon
sive to popular will. 

If, on the other hand, financing were done 
entirely through candidates, parties could 
be greatly weakened, splinter candidacies 
fostered, and the strong two-party system po-

e Herbert E. Alexander, The high costs of 
politics, New York times, March 30, 1973, 
p. 39. 

1 History's costliest campaign, U.S. News 
and World Report, November 13, 1972, p. 20. 

"In Israel they spend over $21 a head for 
elections. In America in 1968 the figure was 
$1.12. You have before you a $1.88 figure 
for this year. 

52 Hart bill, Section 2 ( 3) . 
oa Arlen J. Large, "How Should We Finance 

Elections?" Wall Street Journal, May 10, 
1973, p. 24, col. 4. 

tentially threatened by proliferating third 
party candidacies. The possibility of financ
ing both candidates and parties would be 
costly and it might be difficult to maintain 
an equitable balance between them. 

Additional commentary 
"In all this discussion of publtc financing, 

where does the politica.l party fit in? Should 
federal funds go directly to the candidates? 
If so, how does a party organization support 
itself? Won't this make candidates more in
different to party discipline than they are 
now? Is this desirable? Or if the party be
comes the custodian of federal money, won't 
we be encouraging various interest groups to 
set up their parties?"-Walter Pincus, cam
paign financing, the New Republic, October 
27, 1973, p. 18. 

"If a subsidy is given to individual candi
dates, party discipline may be impaired. If 
the suooidy is given to parties, independence 
of candidates may be lost."-Robert G. Dixon, 
Jr., Asst. Atty. Gen., Dept. of Justice, Hear
ings before Senate Subcommittee on Privi
leges and Elections, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 
1973, p. 306. 

• 
"Public financing would also endanger 

the delicate balance of our party system. 
If the subsidy were to go largely to party 
organizations, they would be immensely 
stronger than they are now. On the other 
hand, if it were to go directly to candidates, 
party organizations would be considerably 
weakened. The subsidy question thus can 
be rationally decided only after a number 
of normative as well as empirical inquiries 
into the nature of our party system have 
been satisfactorily resolved. Do we need 
stronger national parties or stronger state 
parties? Do we need more candidates inde
pendent of existing party organizations, or 
do we need more organizations such as the 
Committee to Re-Elect the President? Do 
we need more party solidarity or will this 
simply lead to greater executive power? 

"There are no settled views on any of 
these questions. Yet the proposals now be
fore Congress threaten to impose a solution 
to each and perhaps to change our present 
system radically and rapidly. The danger is 
not the less because the effect is random or 
unintentional-or perhaps even mindless."
Ralph K. Winter, Jr., campaign financing 
and political freedom, (AEI), 1973, pp. 24-25. 

15. Party Responsibility May Decline Be
cause of Public Financing. 

One of the functions of party leaders at 
the State and local level, and at the national 
level, is to know the possible sources of fi
nancial support for campaigns and to help 
solicit this money. Remove this function 
from them and our party system may well 
die. Proposed systems of public financing 
which circumvent the party-and most do
may encourage dissolution of parties as we 
have known them. Historically parties have 
served as conduits for the various interests 
of our pluralistic society, binding these to
gether in broad-based coalitions. They have 
also served to focus voter attention on com
peting philosophies of government. Thus, 
they have been a source both of cohesion 
and of diversity. With their role in promoting 
and financing candidacies replaced by public 
funding one wonders whether they could 
long survive or continue to function in the 
traditional manner at the national level. 

Additional commentary 

• • • • * 
"If government funding is provided, the 

candiQ.ate may need to rely less than at pres
ent on the party or on party identification. 
Would relationships between parties and 
candidates diminish further if candidates 
receive government financing without refer
ence to parties? Would this, in turn, affect 

the cohering and unifying roles parties 
play?" 

"When subsidies are extended to Sena
torial and Congressional campaigns . . . re
duced party loyalty would tend to fragment 
both majorities and minorities, perhaps lea.d
ing to new factionalism and splinter par
ties."-Herbert Alexander, Director Citizens' 
Research Foundation, "Watergate and the 
electoral process," a paper delivered at the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions, Santa Barbara, Calif., Dec. 1973. 

"We have, I believe, exaggerated the limit
ing effect the need to raise campaign funds 
has on prospective candidates. And we are 
in danger of forgetting that the present 
system is largely responsible for our having 
two parties, as against three, four or more 
parties in congressional, senatorial or presi
dential elections. Do we want to change the 
two-party system? If so, we are talking of 
a major structural change, a hazardous one, 
and not one that should come about as a 
side effect of public financing."-Walter Pin
cus, Campaign financing, the New republic, 
October 27, 1973. p. 18. 

16. Many State Party Leaders Are Opposed 
to Public Financing. 

A survey by the U.S. News and World Re
port in August 1973 found that "Republican 
State leaders are virtually unanimous in op
posing the use of taxpayers' dollars for politi
cal expenses. Democrats a.re overwhelmingly 
in favor of the idea." Based on a. telegraph 
and telephone survey of 110 chairmen of 
State parties (54 of whom responded), they 
discovered that 28 chairmen (22 Republicans 
and 6 Democrats) were opposed to public 
financing of political campaigns, while 20 
(all Democrats) favored it, and 6 had no 
opinion or declined to offer one. 

Here is what some of those opposed to 
public financing had to say about it: 

Alabama, J. Richard Bennett, Jr., Repub.: 
"I am unalterably opposed to the financing 
of campaigns with public funds. Such a. sys
tem is unworkable, inconsistent with our 
system of government, would be impossible 
to administer fairly, and is fraught with the 
danger of abuses." 

Arizona., Harry Rosenzweig, Repub.: "The 
use of public funds for national political 
campaigns would open a Pandora's box of 
problems." 

Florida, L. E. Thomas, Repub.: "The con
cept of federal funding of campaigns is cer
tainly a form of socialism and is much worse 
than the present system. The very news
papers and radio and television stations 
that bemoan the high cost of campaigns 
could cut campaign costs by as much as two 
thirds by providing equal advertising space 
and time to all candidates as a public serv
ice." 

Hawaii, Carla Coray, Repub.: "The in
come-tax checkoff is a failure. Citizens want 
1k> donate directly to candidates on their 
choice." 

Kansas, Jack Ranson, Repub.: "Federal 
financing would bring much more federal 
control, and we need less federal control of 
all aspects of our lives, not more." 

Kentucky, Charles Coy, Repub.: "Gen
erally government supervision should be 
limited to seeing that elections a.re fairly 
conducted/' 

Kentucky, J. R. Miller, Demo.: "I do not 
favor federal financing. I favor a strong ap
peal to the public. Restore confidence in the 
average person. Instill pride in the U.S., and 
the money will come.'' 

New Jersey," James Dugan, Demo.: "I have 
difficulty accepting totally public-financed 
campaigns. I believe them contradictory to 
the Constitution." 

New Jersey, John Spoltore, Repub.: "The 
taxpayers have too much to pay for now 
without the further burden of public financ
ing of campaigns.'' 
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New Mexico, Murray Ryan, Repub.: "The 

use of public money for national cam
paigns would result in an undesirable bu· 
reaucratic maze." 

New York, Richard Rosenbaum, Repub.: 
"The existing federal laws should be more 
thoroughly assessed before tampering with 
them by placing stringent limitation on con
tributions, or providing for either full or 
partial government financing of political 
campaigns. The kind of laws frequently dis
cussed today could wind up giving govern
ment an inordinately large roll in deter
mining who may run for office and how effec
tive any given candidacy may be." 

North Carolina, James Sugg, Demo.: "I 
am not at all certain a system of public 
funding can be devised that will solve the 
problem of campaign financing satisfactorily, 
because of the complexities in choosing can
didates eligible for funds." 

Oklahoma, Clarence Warner, Repub.: "I 
am strongly against tax dollars being used 
in campaigns and against limiting the total 
amount which can be spent. Both of these 
proposals work to the advantage of the in· 
cumbents." 

17. We Do Not Know What Effect Public 
Financing Will Have on Pre-nomination 
Presidential Campaigns. 

It has been suggested and proposed that 
public financing is desirable for pre-nomina
tion presidential campaigns. This will con
siderably affect the manner in which such 
campaigns are conducted and may close out 
options which exist in the present system. 
Among questions raised: will public finan
cing include funding the cost of wooing or 
electing State convention delegates in those 
States which use the convention system for 
selecting delegates to national conventions? 
If so, how are legitimate expenses for that 
purpose to be defined? If not, will States be 
forced into primary selection of such dele. 
gates against their wishes? 

Herbert Alexander has pointed out some 
options in the present system which may lbe 
adversely affect ed by a system of public 
financing: 

"A movement to draft a potential nominee 
who had not announced his candidacy or 
participated in any primaries; 

Dark horse candidates; 
Favorite son and daughter candidates; 
A candidate who loses a primary or two 

but insists his candidacy is viable and wants 
continued government assistance; 

A candidate who does not expect to be 
nominated, but enters the contest in order 
to dramatize an issue, such as Representative 
Mccloskey in the Republican Party in 1972." ~ 

He concludes: "solUJtions to many of these 
contingencies may well be found, but these 
are [the] kinds of activities that offer safety 
valves, which should not be closed without 
considerable scrutiny." 0 

Additional commentary 

"What about the presidential race, which 
may !begin for any one of a number of hope
fuls at least a year before any primary? Do 
you require a man to r aise $100,000 or $250,-
000 in small contributions before he gets 
any federal funds? Must he do that before 
the first primaries have started or can he 
start after? Can he do it just before the 
national convention, even if he has no dele
gates? Can he keep getting federal funds 
after losing several primaries? Can a favorite 
son get his small cont ributors from his own 
state, then use his federal money to run in 
other states?"-Walter Pincus, Campaign 
financing, the New republic, October 27, 1973. 
p . 18. 

s Herbert Alexander, "Watergate and the 
electoral process," paper delivered before the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions, Santa Barbara, Calif., Dec. 1973, p . 28. 

111aem. 

18. Public Financing in Parliamentary Sys
tems Is Not Analogous to the U.S. 

To draw comparisons between subsidies in 
parliamentary systems and in the United 
States overlooks the basic fact that we have 
an electoral system different from theirs. 
SUJbsidies in European countries with parlia. 
mentary systems are made to political 
parties, not to candidates. In these coun
tries, parties control the campaigns of their 
candidates, supplying most of the money to 
finance those campaigns. While parties in our 
country do supply some financial assistance 
to candidates, they do not exercise the iron 
control over campaigns that is true in parlia
mentary systems. 

Campaign financing with government 
subsidy is far less of a threat to the party 
system of a parliamentary form of gov
ernment than it is to the political party 
system in our country. Accordingly, what 
may work in Norway will not necessarily work 
in the United States. What particularly dis
tinguishes our electoral system from those 
of Western European countries is our primary 
system by which we choose nominees for the 
general election. This factor complicates the 
public financing of our campaigns and makes 
it difficult to finance them fairly. In parlia
mentary systems parties choose candidates 
and do not face the difficult problem of 
primaries in financing elections with public 
money. 

Additional commentary 

"In most of the nations with subsidies, 
governments fund the parties annually, not 
only at election time. This is supplemented 
by free broadcast time, again made to the 
parties and not to the candidates. Histori
cally, at first, most of the subsidies were 
given in small amounts to supplement re
sources already in the political process, and 
later increased when the system adjusted to 
the infusion of new funds. Excepting in 
Puerto Rico, in no country providing sub
sidies have ceilings been imposed on private 
contributions. In contrast, efforts are being 
made in this country to both limit and sub
sidize. Would that we knew the possibilities 
of doing both effectively, or the consequences 
of doing either ineffectively."-Herbert Alex
ander, Director, Citizens' Research Founda
tion, in "Watergate and the electoral proc
ess," a paper delivered at the Center for the 
Study of Democratic Institutions, Dec. 1973. 

19. Will Public Financing Really Curb the 
Power of Special Interests? 

Some proponents of public financing be
lieve that it will rid the political process of 
the corrupting influence of corporate and 
private wealth. However, it is questionable 
whether contributions from them are a pri
mary source of their influence. In this re
gard two assumptions of those who advocate 
public financing are more myth than fact. 
These are: ( 1) that special interests dom
inate the political process to the exclusion of 
the public interest, and (2) that their in
fluence is a direct function of their campaign 
contributions. Suspicion and accusation, far 
more than hard evidence, are the foundation 
for these beliefs. 

The Founding Fathers recognized the in
evitability of interest groups in society and so 
created a form of government designed to 
balance their competing demands. It is both 
reasonable and acceptable in our political 
system to have groups petition political 
leaders on behalf of their interests. Many 
groups go a step further and solicit from 
their membership contributions for can
didates who look upon their interests with 
favor. When these contributions cumulate to 
several thousands of dollars, they become 
sinister in some people's minds. Actually, 
they can be thought of as investments which 
sometimes pay off and sometimes don't. 
Corporate leaders themselves have spoken of 
campaign contributions as attempts not to 

curry favor but to prevent harmful govern
ment actions.10 Regardless of the motivation 
behind such contributions, no self-respecting 
Member of Congress nor any President con
siders himself a lackey for any interest group 
whose members contribute to his campaign. 

Moreover, the power of interest groups 
will continue to be exercised in the political 
arena regardless of whether there is public 
financing of election campaigns. It is doubt
ful that such a system of financing elections 
will diminish the proper role that groups 
play or their attempts to persuade legislators 
to vote in ways favorable to their interests. 
Nirvana will not come to pass with public 
financing; nor is it likely that the Congress 
will somehow become populated with whom
ever it is the proponents of public financing 
believe will be elected if their proposal is 
adopted. 

Additional commentary 
* . 

"The assertion that the political process 
is dominated by the wealthy, vested interests 
to the exclusion of the public interest is mis
leading and an over-simplified view of the 
realit ies of our democratic processes. While 
there are numerous examples in which 
heavily financed interest groups have ob
tained tax loopholes, subsidies and other govr
ernmen.t favors, there are a lso many in
stances where these interest groups have 
been frustrated in their attempts to obtain 
legislation favorable to their interests or to 
block legislation that was unfavorable. For 
example, in recent years, there has been: 

"The defeat of the aerospace lobby in the 
battle over the SST: 

"Reduction of the oil depletion allowance 
in the 1969 Tax Reform Act in the face of 
strong industry opposition; 

"Active government efforts to clean up our 
waters, launched over the intense opposition 
of industries such as paper and chemicals; 

"Passage of Medicare in 1965 in the face of 
an all-out AMA mobilization against the bill; 

"Enactment of stringent air pollution con
trol standards reg3rding auto emissions de
spite the opposition of the auto industry; 

"Justice Department con sent decree re
quiring ITT to divest a half-dozen major sub
sidiaries acquired in mergers , despite it s vast 
financial resources and an in tense campaign 
to get the case dropped; 

"Opening of the highway trust fund in 
spite of extensive lobbying efforts by the 
highway lobbies. 

"Nor have these been isolated incidents. 
Defense and space funding have experienced 
steady relative declines, despite heavy lobby
ing and spending by the so-called 'military 
industrial' complex, while spending for 
heal th, education and welfare programs has 
soared, doubling to around $100 billion. 

"These examples are not meant to be an 
attempt to obfuscat e the sometimes excessive 
and occasionally overwhelming power of the 
vested interests, but rather they are an effort 
to place the influence of the special int erests 
vs. the public interest into a more realistic 
perspective."-William Frenzel, Rep. from 
Minnesota, Hearings before the Sen ate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93rd 
Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, pp. 148- 149. 

"Special interest influence is a problem, 
but campaign contributions are only one of 
many contributing factors . In fact, political 
contributions may not be a major or primary 
source of power for the special and vested 
interests. There are at least three other 
factors that are important and significant 
sources of their power and infiuence. 

"1. The producer groups (usually the spe
cial and vested interests) have an inherent 

lO Eileen Shanahan, They felt they bought 
protection, New York Times (Week in re
view) , November 18, 1973, p. 1. 
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advantage over consumer groups (usually the 
general public). Specifically, producer groups 
have more time and greater resources which 
allow them to develop the following attri
butes that give them an important edge in 
the struggle for political power: 

"Specialized knowledge and expertise in the 
complex and technical matters in which 
governmental decisions are required; 

"Professional staff and representatives 
possessing knowledge of the governmental 
processes, and access to the key people who 
make the decisions; 

"A large stake in the limited range of 
issues that affect their interest, thus allow
ing for maximum mobilization of resources 
at the appropriate time and place; 

"A certain 'legitimacy,' because the parties 
most affected by a governmental action 
should have a large role in determining the 
outcome; 

"Organization networks and structures 
that facilitate articulation and forceful 
presenta.tion of their views to both the public 
and the relevant government decision 
makers. 

"For example, if a public utility wants an 
increase in rates, it has the time and re
sources to invest a considerable amount of 
effort in a campaign to obtain governmental 
approval. It can develop information that 
will demonstrate the great need for such an 
increase. The utility knows the process by 
which to obtain approval and can easily 
contact the proper people and decision
ma.kers. Having a huge stake in the issue, the 
entire corporation's resources can be mobil
ized for this particular effort. Since the com
pany is greatly affected by the possible in
crease, the government must listen and 
weigh its case. 

"2. Political parties in the United States 
are relatively weak, broad-based and decen
tralized. In many other democratic nations, 
the parties provide a stronger focus and 
rallying point for the consumer or public 
interest. The influential special and vested 
interests in the United States are not often 
challenged by the political parties. The main 
check on their powers are the other, con
flicting, influential special and vested 
interests. 

"3. Even more importantly, the United 
States is a highly fragmented, governmental 
structure. Decisions on particular issues are 
focused in legislative committees and sub
committees and in executive agencies and 
bureaus. With the possible exception of the 
Office of Management and Budget, there is 
no overall budget control mechanism, no 
overall view of the allocation of national 
priorities, and no central agency that can 
shape and define national public policy. Each 
special and vested interest merely must con
centrate its resources on a handful of com
mittees, agencies or bureaucracies to obtain 
governmental favors and assistance. Mean
while, more broadly-based groups, such as 
the consumer and the public interest groups, 
face the more difficult job of monitoring and 
overseeing dozens of committees, hundreds 
of departments, agencies and bureaucracies, 
and hundreds of thousands of state and local 
political entities. 

"Given these other factors, public financ
ing may fail completely to curb the 'exces
sive and corrosive' influence of the special 
and vested interests. Certainly, it will not 
eliminate or drastically reduce their power 
and influence."-William Frenzel, Rep. from 
Minnesota, Hearings before the Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections, 93d 
Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, pp. 149-150. 

· "Besides being related to free expression 
private political contributions provide a 
means for social or economic minorities, not
ably business, to gain extra political lever
age. This function places campaign giving 
within the tradition of social pluralism 
established by the drafters of the U.S. Con~ 

stitution."-A. James, Re1chley, Let's reform 
campaign financing but let's do it right, 
Fortune, December 1973, p. 158. 

"Finally, we are told that subsidies will · 
reduce the pressure on Congressional candi
dates for dependence on large campaign con
tributions from private sources. . . .•4 If, 
however, one reduces the pressure on candi
dates to look to the views of contributors, to 
whom will the candidates look instead? The 
need to raise money compels candidates to 
address those matters about which large 
groups feel strongly. Candidates might well, 
upon receiving campaign money from the 
government, mute their views and become 
even more pre-packaged. Eliminate the need 
for money and you eliminate much of the 
motive to face up to the issues. Candidates 
might then look more to attention-getting 
gimmicks than to attention-getting policy 
statements. A subsidy combined with spend
ing limits might insulate incumbents both 
from challengers and the strongly held de
sires of constituents."-Ralph K. Winter, Jr., 
Campaign financing and political freedom, 
(AEI), October 27, 1973, pp. 23-24. 

20. It Would Be More Difficult and Prob
ably More Costly to Finance Campaigns 
Publicly at the Congressional Level than 
Under the Present System. 

Leaving aside for the moment the many 
difficulties involved in financing publicly 
presidential elections, the problems en
countered in financing elections for Con
gress are even more overwhelming. 

The degree and intensity of competition 
in presidential elections is fairly uniform 
from election to election. This is not true 
in congressional elections. In some congres
sional elections there is Ii ttle general election 
competition. Accordingly, elections are really 
determined at the primary level. Two prob
lems arise from this fact. First, public financ
ing would seem to be required at the primary 
as well as the general election level in order 
to realize its stated goal of "purifying" the 
election finance process. This obviously 
would increase the cost of election finance 
to the taxpayer. Second, public financing 
could increase the cost of elections by en
couraging excessive intra and inter-party 
competition. 

Presently, there are several states that are 
one-party States. Perhaps public financing 
will change this and create a two-party sys
tem in those States, but that is not a cer
tainty. What is more likely is that persons 
with little chance of victory will nevertheless 
contest for office because of the availability 
of funds to them, thus driving up costs, and 
that candidates who in the past needed to 
spend small sums to get elected now will 
spend the total available to them either be
cause of competition or because the money 
is there for the asking.11 The one-party-state 
syndrome also raises the difficult problem 
of determining whether the candidate of the 
other "major" party merits major-party 
funding support since the track record of 
his party on its face does not indicate that 
he so qualifies. 

Most formulas for public financing depend 
on the eligible voting age population as the 
base for determining what money shall be 
allocated to finance a campaign. Under this 
formula "x" cents times the EVP produces 
"y" funds. Unfortunately, election realities 
may indicate that either more or less money 
is required in any given race than is produced 
under the formula. Accordingly, some wlll be 
generously treated while others are starved. 
Candidates A and Bin one State may require 
only several thousand dollars to run a cam-

5' Hart bill, Section 2 ( 4) . 
11 S. 3044, however, prescribes a limit on 

public money available to and spendable by 
candidates in uncontested elections. That 
limit is 10 percent of their expenditure ceil
ing in a contested election. 

paign against each other but be allocated 
far more than that while candidates C and 
D in another State require more lthan is 
prescribed by law for them, hence they are 
penalized. In other words, there are more 
variables which figure into the amount of 
money which is necessary to compete for 
election than are reducible to a formula for 
determining that figure. Under current prac
tice these variables (degree of party com
petitiveness, incumbency of one of the 
opponents, non-incumbency of either oppo- ' 
nent, nature of the State or district involved, 
cost differential of campaign services across 
the United States, travel cost differential in 
States and districts) can be more easily 
accommodated to, budgeted for, and financed 
than is true under a system of public finance. 

At the primary level, assuming that public 
financing must also exist there, the devilishly 
difficult problem arises concerning how to 
limit the number of candidates who shall be 
publicly financed. Obviously, it is not financi
ally feasible to fund everyone who runs. 
Accordingly, lines must be drawn below which 
the right to funds is denied. Who is to de
cide at which point some candidate is to be 
denied public money-below 5 percent of the 
vote? 10 percent? 15 percent? No one really 
has a good answer .12 

Moreover, the process of financing at the 
primary level is far more difficult than at the 
general level. Some plans call for candidates 
to post a bond which they would forfeit if 
they fail to secure the required percentage 
of votes to qualify for public financing. 
Most also have a payback provision, requir
ing candidates to pay back public funds 
which they have received if they fail to gar
ner a sufficient number of votes to qualify 
for assistance. Thus the allocating of funds 
is complex and the bookkeeping involved is 
horrendous. Without knowing whether they 
vim receive a vote sufficient to qualify them 
for assistance, the Government would be giv
ing funds to candidates so they may compete 
for nomination. It would then have to get 
back that money from those who fail to qual
ify. Clearly ·this is a potential Frankenstein 
monster. 

Bonding and payback provisions are neces
sary, it is said, to discourage frivolous candi
dacies while public financing is needed to en
courage and aid those to run who might not 
otherwise be able to. One wonders who are 
the former and who the latter in this situa
tion? By comparison the present private fi
nancing system seems far simpler and more 
preferable. 

Suppose that there is primary competition 
between third party candidates. Are they to 
receive no public funds? If they are to re
ceive funds, what lines of non-eligibility are 
to be drawn for them? Is the amount to be 
made available to them to be determined by 
the total votes they receive? If so, is this 
fair since it is seldom that primary turnout 
matches general election turnout with the 
possible exception of those one-party States 
where primaries determine general election 
victors? 13 

12 S. 3044 avoids this difficulty by requir
ing a candidate to raise threshold money be
fore he can qualify for Federal dollars. The 
problems with this approach are (1) that it 
can enhance the influence of special interests 
who can easily aid their candidates in raising 
the sums needed, (2) that it invites the large 
contributor to devise means for sub-dividing 
his contribution in order to augment its 
value, and (3) that high threshold require
ments discriminate unfairly against economic 
and social minority candidacies, because such 
candidates will find it difficult to raise this 
threshold money in small contributions. 

13 Obviously a high threshold requirement, 
as provided in S. 3044, greatly diminishes the 
prospects of third party primary candidates 
for obtaining public funds. 
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(For additional comment on the problem of 

third parties see argument . 22 infra). 
(NoTE.-The problems of incumbency are 

addressed in argument 8, supra) 
Additional commentary 

"Publlc financing plans do not really fit 
our Federal, pluralistic election system. 
States vary; districts vary; people vary. 

"In the House, all of the action occurs in 
"If you publicly finance all of the races, 

you will be literally pouring down the drain 
85 percent of the taxpayers' money that you 
spend for elections. 

"Are you going to spend money for all the 
guys that run against Wilbur M1lls, George 
Mahon, Carl Albert, and Wright Patman. 
They seldom have primary opponents, and 
yet certainly they will want to use that 
money. 

"And also, the House Members who think 
they are safe in the House elections will 
take the money and spend it on the public 
media, so they will be in a good position 
to challenge you guys in the Senate the 
next time around."-William Frenzel, Rep. 
from Minnesota, Hearings, before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, 
93rd Congress, 1st Session, 1973, p. 144. 

"In addition to the problems that I pre
viously have noted with respect to certain 
of the pending public financing proposals, 
I would like to point out one other prob
lem, Mr. Chairman, that is present in my 
State of Louisiana with respect to other pro
posals that have been made to the commit
tee. My State is favored or disfavored, de
pending upon your point of view, with the 
fact that we have only 3 percent of our reg
istered voters who are Republicans. 

"Now, as a believer in the two-party sys
tem, I don't believe we ought to forever 
seal off the chance of Republicans getting 
elected in our State by saying that they are 
entitled, under some kind of Federal financ
ing arrangement, to only 3 percent of Fed
eral campaign money. 

"On the other hand, I do not think the 
Federal Government ought to finance a 
party representing such a small percentage 
of the registered electorate on an equal basis 
with Democrats."-J. Bennett Johnston, 
Sen. from La., Hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, 
93rd Con., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 312. 

"Certain of the proposed bills make no 
provision for financial [sic] primary elec
tions. Thus, would anything really be ac
complished by financing general elections 
from the Federal till while having primaries 
funded through private donations?" 

"There are some sections of the country, 
may I say, in parentheses, Senaitor Pell, that 
the primary election is the election. And 
consequently, a primary election by all odd111 
is the most important part of the election 
process. 

"It has been my experience in politics 
that money spent in primary campaigns 
probably has greater impact on results tha:o 
that spent on general elections."-Bernard 
M. Shanley, Vice Chairman, Repub. Nat'l. 
Comm., Hearings before Sen. Subcom. on 
Priv. and Elec., 93d Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, 
p. 317. 

* 
"There is absolutely no way that the peo

ple in my district would accept the spending 
of $90,000 in a congressional race. It ls more 
than has ever been spent in a general elec
tion in the history of the State of Wisconsin. 

"Nationally, only a handful of the 831 
candidates for the House in the last general 
election spent that much. That vast majority 
spent half that amount in the general and 
primary elections combined. We need to clean 

up the way we are financing campaigns but 
not by lavishing candidates with huge 
amounts of Federal dollars."-Davld Obey, 
Rep. from Wisconsin, remarks in the Con
gressional Record, February 13, 1974, p. 3042, 
regarding S. 3044, reported by the Senate 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

"Few of the proposals for public financ
ing are contoured to meet the many peculi
arities and idiosyncrasies of the states and 
localities. Among problems which are en
countered: 1) discriminatory petition re
quirements for third party candidates; 2) 
deposit requirements favor the wealthy over 
the poqr; 3) spending limitations are un
reasonably low for some states, unreasonably 
high for others; 4) equal amounts for major 
party candidates may help challenges in Sen
ate races (because incumbents normally out
spent challengers) but wm hurt challengers 
in House races (because challengers must 
outspend incumbents if they are to have a 
chance); 5) mlsallocation of funds by giving 
equal amounts to those in hot races and 
those in weakly contested races, thus under
financing important races, and over-financ
ing relatively unimportant races."-William 
Frenzel, Rep. from Minn., Hearings before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and 
Elections, 93d Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 152. 

* * * 
"The nomination process for the House 

varies from state to state, district to district, 
and a House race differs from statewide Sen
ate campaigns, which themselves vary from 
state to state. The presidential nomination 
process varies not only from state to state, 
but from candidate to candidate. To impose 
a uniform method of financing on all candi
dates, both in primary and general elections, 
would inevitably require one uniform selec
tion process thereby dislocating a variety of 
local and state arrangements whose strength 
as well as weaknesses have been certified 
by experience. When we speak of publlc fi
nancing we are suggesting not simply some 
casual reform but a fundamental change in 
the heterogeneous ways candidates for fed
eral office are chosen."-Walter Pincus, Cam
paign financing, the New Republic, October 
27, 1973, pp. 17-18. 

21. Public Financing of Congressional 
Elections May Adversely Affect the Executive
Legislative Balance of Power. 

Herbert Alexander has raised the inter
esting point that subsidies for senatorial and 
congressional campaigns will lead to more 
independent-minded candidates on the bal
lot, some of whom wlll be elected. "At a time 
when there is concern over Executive-Legis
lative relationships, when there is concern 
about Executive encroachment, any further 
splintering of Congress ... would ensure the 
diminishing of the Legislative branch. Checks 
and balances would be more difftused."14 

22. Problems Encountered because of 
Minor and New Parties. 

One of the difficulties inherent in any pub
lic financing proposal is that it discriminates 
against minor and new parties. This is so 
because all plans treat the major parties as 
equals (even though from election to elec
tion and State to State this is untrue) in 
the allocation of public funds to their candi
dates while employing a different formula 
for minor and new parties-usually in their 
case predicating support either on past per
formance at the polls or performance in the 
year for which funds are granted. 

Such a differentiation may operate to freeze 
into place minor and new parties. Correla
tively, the present two party system may get 
locked into place because candidates of these 
parties will always be guaranteed uniform 
sums so long as they poll a certain percent-

u Herbert Alexander, Watergate and the 
electoral process, a paper presented at the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu
tions, Dec. 1973. 

age of the vote (usually 25 percent). It is 
true that the present two party system has 
existed for more than 100 years and that it 
may remain that way another 100 years with 
or without public financing, but at least un
der a private financing system there is a 
better chance than one of the major parties 
might expire for lack of financial support. 
This need to survive financially is one rea· 
son our party system has remained dynamic. 
It cannot be denied, of course, that even un
der a public financing system one of the 
present major parties might pass from exist
ence. However, the security public financing 
would offer the present major parties would 
m111tate against that occurring. 

Yet a different consequence is the possi
bility of third party movements proliferat
ing in the hopes of capturing sufficient votes 
to obtain public money. Once such support is 
earned, public finance may then prolong the 
life of a third party. This possibility does 
not exist with a private financing system in 
which minor parties survive only so long as 
people. are willing to contribute to them. 

Additional commentary 

* * • 
"Proponents of public financing have 

failed to arrive at a workable, fair and equi
table formula for third ·and minor parties. 
They have failed to derive a formula that 
would make it fairly difficult, but still quite 
feasible for a third party to receive federal 
funding. A system (e.g. use of petitions) that 
might work well for qualifying third and 
minor parties in California and Oregon might 
fall miserably in New York and Vermont. A 
system (e.g. security deposit) that might 
cause a proliferation of third party and splin
ter party candidates in one area (e.g. West
chester County) might make it extremely 
difficult for a third or splinter party to get 
federal financing in another area (e.g., South 
Bronx). Proponents have also failed to come 
up with a formula that will distribute funds 
fairly and equitably among major and minor 
parties. 

"The treatment of major, minor and third 
parties raises substantial constitutional 
questions. Under a system of public financ
ing, must minority parties be guaranteed 
equal protection? If they are, they would 
have to receive as much or more than major 
parties. This would cause a proliferation of 
minor parties. If they are not given equal 
protection, the system may be declared un
constitutional. Even if a minor or third party 
is given as much as a major party, it may 
stlll be discriminatory, because the minor 
party must spend more if it is to do well in 
an election. To limit the amount a new, 
minor or third party can receive from the 
federal treasury to as much as or less than 
the amount for major parties might severely 
cripple the ability of these parties to wage 
successful campaigns. Furthermore, the·re are 
ample legal precedents against arbitrary clas
sification of this nature."-William Frenzel, 
Rep. from Minn., Hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, 
93d Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p . 53. 

"A subsidy for a minor party may enable 
it to survive, &.lchough its aims and meth
ods merit an early demise. 

"Constitutional objections are also likely 
to be raised to proposals for a public subsidy 
to the extent that: 

"Major parties receive larger subsidies than 
minor parties; 

Minor parties are required to make refunds 
of subsidies if they fail to obtain a cert~in 
number or percentage of votes, or to forfeit 
security deposits whereas similar conditions 
are not imposed on major candidates."-Rob
ert G. Dixon, Jr., Asst. Atty. Gen., Dept. of 
Justice, Hearings before the Senate Sub
committee on Privileges and Elections. 93rd 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 306. 

• 
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"Splinter and third parties would benefit 

greatly by Federal financing at the direct 
expense of the national parties. For instance, 
if there had been Federal financing in 1968, 
it is reasonable to assume that Senator Mc
Carthy, den1ed the Presidential nomin11.tloI1 
by the Democratic Pa·rty, might have formed 
his own third party, virtually assured of 
getting at least 5 percent of the vote and 
being guaranteed retroactive reimbursement 
of his campaign expenses. 

"With the independent vote increasing as 
it is, the two major parties cannot afford 
a further splintering of their efforts or ot 
our two-party systere, which, in my opinion, 
makes our Constitution effective. I believe 
some of the bills being proposed foster ero
sion of the two great parties in this country 
by providing for the subsidizing of minority 
parties in elections."-BernS1rd M. Shanley, 
Vice Chairman, Repub. Nat'l. Comm., Hear
ings before Sen. Subcom. on Priv. and Elec., 
93 Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 317. 

• • • 
"Under a system of public financing, a 

one-shot third or minor party might poll 
sufficient votes in an election to assure a 
sizeable subsidy in the next campaign. By 
the time of the next election, it ls feasible 
that such a pa.rty would have spent its fury 
and be virtually extinct. Yet, it would re
ceive several mlllion dollars which it could 
decide to spend in a squanderous fashlon."
Willlam Frenzel, Rep. from Minn., Hearings 
before Senate Subcom. on Prlvlleges and 
Elections, 93d Congress, 1st Sess., 1973, p. 
152. 

"Similarly, direct subsidization of cam
paigns must have an enormous but uncer
tain impact on third parties. If a formula 
like that contained in the Hart bill is em
ployed, third parties would usually have to 
gamble whether to take the subsidy. The 
'seriousness' of a party would have little to 
do with its decisions since early showings in 
the polls might augur well-but all third 
parties suffer late in campaigns from the 
urge of voters to make their votes 'count.' 
Declining the subsidy would be taken to 
mean that the party was not serious and, 
in any event, the possibility of subsidy would 
deter further giving. If the formula is based 
on showings in previous elections, subsidies 
would sustain third parties long after their 
appeal had diminished, simply because they 
once received a significant portion of the 
vote."-Ralph K. Winter, Jr. Campaign fi
nancing and political freedom, (AEI), 1973, 
p. 5. 

23. Public Financing Will Either Dry Up 
Money Available to Local Candidates or 
Focus the Special Interest Money at the 
Local Level. 

There ls a definite posslbillty that public 
financing of national elections will not spur 
an outpouring of private money to finance 
state and local elections but will dry up 
traditional sources of money because it ls 
more difficult to generate contributing en
thusiasm at that level. To the degree that 
this occurs, the so-called special interests 
may step in, or be called upon, to finance 
state and local election campaigns. The howl 
will then go up to finance these elections 
from public funds and another bite will be 
put upon the taxpayer if that ls enacted. 
Elections will then become the sole responsi
bility of the State (Nation) and the volun
tary basis of our political system will be 
wiped away. Is this what we want to see 
happen? 

Additional commentary 

"If a system of public financing ls adopt
ed, it is very likely that many states would 
continue with their systems of complete pri
vate fi~ancing. There are two possible seri
ous consequences of a system of public fi
nancing. Such a system could dry up funds 

for state and local candidates, who already 
have a difficult time raising adequate funds. 
Private givers might feel that their responsl• 
bility has been satisfied by the National 
Program. Special interests would not. As a re
sult, state and local candidates and the qual
ity of state and local governments might 
decrease. 

"On the other hand, private contributors
especially special interest groups-might 
channel the funds formerly used in fed
eral lections into state and local govern
ment. Expendi<tures in State and local races 
are presently much less than in national 
races. So if private funds were channeled 
toward the state and local sector, it might be 
easy to 'buy' candidates with 'dirty money.' 
Furthermore, a dramatic increase in spend
ing at the state and local level would prob
ably mean a dramatic increase in overall 
spending in political campaigns, which ls 
contrary to the goals of many of the pro
ponents of public financing. Chasing 'dirty 
money' from the nation's capitol to the 
state capitols and court house would be an 
ironic by-product of federal financing."
Willlam Frenzel, Rep. from Minnesota, 
Hearings before Senate Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections, 93d Congress 1st 
Session, 1973, pp. 154-155. 

24. It Is False to Assume that Money 
Raised Privately Is Necessarily Suspect. 

Proponents of public financing seem to 
begin with the assumption that money pri
vately contributed to finance campaigns ls 
necessarily suspect. Yet, there ls good rea
son to doubt the validity of that assumption 
It is true that interest groups donate with 
the expectation that those they support who 
win office will vote in ways benefilcal to 
their interests. But often the candidates 
they support share a community of interest 
with them anyway and would vote in their 
favor on the basis of philosophical predllec
tions irrespective of financial support. Why 
must the conclusion be drawn that such 
candidates are "bought" or "unduly in
fluenced" by the funds which come to them 
from people with whom they share interests? 
This dark connotation to contributing dis
torts reality. In some measure it is the "hob
goblin" of liberal minds seeking sinister 
forces at work to subvert the public inter
est. These same liberals who see so much 
wrong in corporate executives contributing 
to campaigns find nothing sinister in the 
funds contributed on their behalf by inter
est groups which favor them. This "good 
guys"/"bad guys" division among contribu
tors is a false one. 

Moreover, whatever faults may exist in 
the private financing system can be corrected 
by sensible and effective legislation. The 
1971 Federal Election Campaign Act was a 
step in that direction. Efforts further to per
fect it are preferable to junking the private 
financing system. Public financing as a solu
tion ls like throwing the baby out with the 
bathwater. Much money contributed to fi
nance campaigns in our country is without 
taint. It is contributed by thousands ot 
Americans who believe in our system of gov
ernment and want to show their support 
for the kind of candidates they think should 
hold office. There ls no good reason to de• 
prive them of this opportunity. 

Additional commentary 

"Privately raised money is not necessa~ily 
'dirty' money. Good rules can clean it. I 
wlll bet every member of this committee 
has raised hundreds of thousands of political 
dollars that they do not think is dirty 
money."-William Frenzel (R.) Rep. from 
Minnesota, in Hearings before the Sena.re 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections, 
93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973, p. 142. 

25. Fundraising Is not Demeaning, but 
Challenging. The Object Is to Solicit Support 
Based on Previous Performance and to Con
stantly Enlarge that Support. 

Underlying the notion of public financing 
is the idea that fundraising is a shabby, dis
tasteful, and demeaning process. Is this real
ly true? Is not the need to solicit funds one 
more way in which the officeholder remains 
in touch with the people? Is it not a means 
for him to measure public response to his 
performance in office? Should we insulate the 
candidate from this process of sufficiently 
proving himself to the satisfaction of the 
electorate that they are willing to invest in 
his candidacy? Perhaps we do need. to widen 
the contribution base in this country-a--;id 
tax incentives which are on the lawbooks 
have that goal in mind; but it is question
able that we ought to insulate the candi
date from the need to raise money to finance 
his campaign. This need does not demean 
him. It does require him to convince peo
ple that he merits their financial backing, 
a requirement that is in keeping with our 
electoral tradition and one worth preserving. 

Additional commentary 

* • • • 
"Political fundraising is not demeaning to 

me. It is not easy, and it may never be !un, 
but I have never been ashamed to ask for 
money for candidates I support, including 
myself. 

"I wonder if those that are demeaned have 
as good a product to sell. 

"In my State the Republican Party raised 
$1 mllllon from 68,000 contributors. We get 
over 10 percent of the members of our parties 
to contribute, and the biggest fundralsing 
adventure has an avemge per capital (sic] 
contribution of $7 .05. 

"I think that is pretty democratic fund
ralsin.g." 

"In support of public financing, propo
nents assert tha·t private fund raising is a 
humiliating and degrading experience that 
political candidates should not be forced to 
face. While fund raising can be difficult and 
occasionally embarrassing, proponents fail 
to recognize its value as a barometer of: 1) 
a candidate's popular support, 2) public ap
proval of his record while in office, and 3) 
his seriousness about serving in public office. 
Furthermore, many public financing pro
posals might put candidates, especially in
cumbents, in a position where they would 
have to do very little to get elected."-Wil
liam Frenzel, Rep. From Minnesota, Hearings 
before the Senate Subcommittee on Privi
leges and Elections, 93d Congress, 1st Session, 
1973, p. 143, 151. 

26. Definitional Problems Are Encountered 
in Public Financing Proposals. 

In other arguments presented in this com
pilation definitional problems have been al
luded to. These problems are difficult and 
raise doubt that fair subsidies can be worked 
out based on formulas that do not treat 
candidates as equals. Herbert Alexander, 
America's foremost analyst of campaign fi
nancing, has stated that "presumably, the 
goal of government subsidy ls to help serious 
candidates, yet retain enough flexibillty to 
permit opportunity to challenge those in 
power without supporting with significant 
tax dollars candidates merely seeking free 
publicity and without attracting so many 
candidates that the electoral process i's de
graded. Accordingly, ... how (do we] define 
major and minor parties, and distinguish 
serious and frivolous candidates, without 
doing violence to equality of opportunity, or 
to 'equal protection' under the Constitu
tion?" w These questions admit of no easy 
answer. Alexander continues, "any standards 
must be arbitrary, and certain screening de
vices must be used, based upon past vote, 
numbers of petitions, posting of money 
bonds, or other means. Some of these means 
require 'start up' funds or masses of volun-

w Herbert Alexander, Watergate and the 
electoral process, a paper presented at the 
Center for Democratic Studies, Dec. 1973. 
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teers to get petitions signed, and other 
plans, such as matching incentives, require 
popular appeal that can· best be achieved 
through incumbency or years of exposure 
which also costs money." 1s 

Additional commentary 

"If the amount of the subsidy is based 
upon previous votes received by the candi
date's party, incumbents would receive more 
money than challengers, who are already at 
a disadvantage for other reasons. (Under 
1966 and 1967 Senate Finance Committee 
formulas, the parties or candidates qualify
ing as 'major' would receive equal subsidy 
assistance.) Subsidies require formulaiS that 
raise difficult questions as to what is a 
'major' or 'minor' party and why a party is 
so classified. 

"They also bring up the issue of what is 
a 'qualified candidate,' particularly in the 
pre-nomination period. Eligibility by peti
tion on a nationwide basis presents problems 
of validation of signatures and possible har
assment by challenging petitions. If sub
sidies base eligibility on the vote received by 
a party in the previous election, new parties 
would not qualify until two or more years 
after they have organized. To subsidize a 
minor party after its political activity has 
peaked could prolong its uselessness; other
wise it might fade away."-Herbert E. Alex
ander, Money in politics, (1972), p. 238. 

VETERANS DAY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today the 

Subcommittee on Federal Charters, Holi
days, and Celebrations of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee held hearings on 
returning the celebration of Veterans 
Day to the traditional date of Novem
ber 11. In view of the widespread inter
est in making this change in Kansas and 
the majority of other States, I believe 
every Senator should be aware of the 
importance of this issue. Mr. President, 
I request unanimous consent that my 
statement before the subcommittee be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VETERANS DAY 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportu
nity to testify on returning Veterans' Day 
to November 11 and commend you on your 
efforts in scheduling these hearings. 

On November 11, 1971, in the 92nd Con
gress, I introduced a Bill to restore the spe
cial day !or veterans to November 11. Since 
that time, five more bills have been intro
duced in the Senate to accomplish the same 
purpose. 

The simple fact is that the vast majority 
of veterans in Kansas and across the coun
try want their holiday celebrated on the 
traditional date-November 11. In 1954, the 
Congress changed Armistice Day to a day 
for the honoring of all veterans. The original 
measure to establish Veterans' Day was in
troduced by the Honorable Edward Rees of 
Emporia, Kansas, who served the Fourth 
District of Kansas for 24 years in the Con
gress. In view of the distinguished service of 
Congressman Rees, the celebration of Vet
erans' Day on November 11 has a special 
meaning and importance to the former serv
icemen of Kansas. Since we in the Congress 
have taken the action to set aside a day in 
honor of veterans, we have the responsi
b111ty to be attentive to the preferences of 
veterans as to when their day should be 
celebrated. 

16 Idem. 

STATE ACTIONS CLEAR 

Currently there are 42 States which cele
brate Veterans Day on November 11. It ls 
significant that 40 of these States have re
turned to the traditional date after a period 
of celebrating it on the fourth Monday of 
October in response to the Federal change as 
established by the Congress in 1968. 

In the remaining 8 States which have not 
returned to the traditional date, there are 
several moves in progress to accomplish this. 
These efforts range from bills in State legis
latures to memorial resolutions to the 
Congress. 

So the preference o! the vast majority of 
State governments has been made clear. I 
think this is mandate enough for the Con
gress to return Veterans Day to November 11. 

VETERANS' PREFERENCE 

But the mandate is even stronger. The 
veterans population in the States celebrat..: 
ing on November 11 amounts to over 85 per
cent of the total living U.S. veterans. It is 
their actions which have caused 42 States 
to use the traditional date for honoring vet
erans. So the preference of the vast majority 
of veterans is clear, and we in the Senate 
should be responsive to this. 

I can personally speak for the tremendous 
number of letters and phone calls I have 
received from veterans and their families 
and friends on this issue. The veterans or
ganizations testifying here today also indi
cate the high level of support among those 
for whom this holiday was originally in
tended to honor. 

SENATE SUPPORTS 

It is significant that six bills have been 
introduced to change Veterans Day back to 
November 11. I was pleased to see that al
most the entire Veterans' Affairs Committee 
has come out in support of a bill to accom
plish this action. The distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska who sits on this subcommit
tee has also given .his support to a similar 
measure. 

All of this support--from the States, veter
ans and Senators-clearly shows the desire 
of the Nation. I think our actions here in the 
Senate should reflect that mandate. 

Working men and women have chosen a 
day of their own-Labor Day. By the same 
token, veterans-who have given so much 
to preserve the things we cherish in this 
country--should have the same opportunity. 

VETERANS RISING IN STATURE 

Mr. Chairman, I think the controversy and 
division in this country over the American 
involvement in the Vietnam war may have 
caused us to overlook the contributions of 
those who served during that time. Regard
less of our feelings about Vietnam, we can 
all agree that the veterans of that era per
formed as heroically as American soldiers in 
any war. 

Those men have not received many of the 
benefits of G.I.'s of earl1.er periods. I believe 
the attitude of Congress and the American 
people toward Vietnam veterans is changing. 
One way this can be expressed is to give a 
special significance to the day for all vet
erans and this can be done by putting the 
celebration on November 11, the traditional 
date. 

SACRIFICE IS PRESERVING 

Veterans Day deserves the highest recogni
tion possible. Millions of Americans have 
sacrificed their time, their talents and even 
their lives to secure and strengthen the ideals 
of liberty, freedom, and democracy which 
gave birth to our Nation. These Americans
our veterans-have earned the respect, grati
tude and recognition of their fellow country
men. Their contribution to America is unique 
and America's tribute to them should be 
equally unique. 

For many years, this tribute was paid on 
November 11, a day which is both unique in 
history and appropriate for recognizing the 

contributions of Americans to world freedom. 
November 11 is Veteans Day and always will 
be in the hearts and minds of millions of 
Americans. The change in the legal designa
tion cannot erase the significance of this 
date, nor can an extra 3-day weekend justify 
a reduction in this Nation's tribute and 
homage to the men and women who have 
given so much in their quest for world peace 
and freedom. 

With these thoughts in mind, I urge that 
every effort be made to pass this legislation to 
reinstate the date of November 11 as Veterans 
Day. Passage of this legislation will again 
establish a legal holiday which represents 
American tradition and provides a unique 
and fitting day of recognition for American 
veterans. 

Again, I express my appreciation for this 
opportunity to testify and hope we can act 
quickly to restore November 11 as our official 
national day of salute and tribute to the men 
and women who have so proudly worn the 
uniform of the United States. 

ATOMIC ENERGY SECURITY 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as the use 

of atomic energy expands, security be
comes an increasingly larger problem. 
Rigorous efforts must be taken to insure 
against the possibility of the theft of 
nuclear materials, such as plutonium and 
certain forms of uranium. Even a crude 
homemade bomb could cause a large 
number of casualties and much damage, 
if detonated. In addition, safeguarding 
the transpartation of such material re
mains a problem which has not been 
completely worked out yet. 

Security is just one of the crucial 
problems that must be dealt with as the 
number of plants handling atomic ma
terials proliferates. Others, such as those 
involving radioactivity, waste disposal 
and storage, transportation, and risk of 
accident must all be part of the equation 
which determines the method and use 
we make of nuclear energy. 

Two particularly interesting articles 
by Thomas O'Toole, which appeared re
cently in the Washington Post, explore 
the matter of security regarding atomic 
energy. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

FEARS OF NUCLEAR THEFT STIRS EXPERTS, 

AEC-I 
(By Thomas O'Toole) 

When an atomic weapon travels by train 
in the United States, it moves in a gray 
metal car whose two-ton steel top is locked 
into p1ace by massive bolts. If the· same 
weapon I"ides on the road, i·t travels in a truck 
whose wheels can be locked and whose armor
pla ted sides can only be pierced by bazooka 
shells. 

The reasoning for such tight security is 
obvious, but not so obvious is the fact that 
the Atomic Energy Commission is thinking 
seriously of ordering the same precautions 
when shipping nuclear materials, not just 
the finished weapons. 

Such deep concern is rooted in some deep 
fears that the worldwide growth of atomic 
energy might be accompanied by attempts 
at atomic theft, either by organized crim
inals, terrorists or even governments. The 
results of nuclear theft are not easy to con
template, involving as they do the almost 
unspeakable threats of billion-dollar ran
soms and downtown nuclear explosions in the 
world's cities. 
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"The human casualties and property dam

age that could be caused by nuclear explo
sions vary widely," is the way it's put by 
Theodore B. Taylor, a onetime designer of 
nuclear weapons and now a crusader for 
tighter nuclear safeguards, "but even a nu
clear explosion 100 times smaller than the 
one that destroyed Hiroshima could have 
a terrible impact on society." 

Taylor calculates that impact. A nuclear 
blast so small that weapons experts might 
describe it as a "fizzle" might be enough to 
kill 100,000 people watching a football game. 
The fallout alone from a "fizzle" blast in the 
open could kill another 5,000, while the same 
explosion set off beneath Manhattan's World 
Trade Oen ter could topple both buildings, 
and kill as many as 200,000 people. 

"Fizzle" blasts worry people like Taylor the 
most, because that's the kind of bomb atomic 
thieves are most likely to build. Nobody 
thinks thieves can build a hydrogen bomb. 
But a number of people (Taylor included) 
are convinced that sophisticated thieves 
could put together a bomb with the same 
destructive force as the 13-kiloton explosion 
that leveled Hiroshima. 

A growing number of weapons experts 
think that "basement" nuclear bombs are 
real possibilities. Taylor says that everything 
the bomber needs to know is buried in the 
stacks of the nation's public libraries. He 
says the most concise explanation of the 
theory of making a bomb is in the Encyclo
pedia Americana, written by the onetime re
search director for the Pentagon. 

"Every educated person already knows the 
single most essential fact about how to make 
nuclear explosives, namely that they work," 
Taylor said in a book he co-authored for 
the Ford Foundation's Energy Policy Proj
ect. "Also, every country including India has 
successfuly tested a nuclear weapon on their 
first attempt. That's important." 

The Atomic Energy Commission is not as 
concerned as Taylor is about basement bomb
ers, but no longer does it consign them to the 
pages of science fiction. This is the way the 
threat is assessed by Edward B. Giller, assist
ant general manager for m111tary applica
tions: 

"If you're a bomb designer like Ted (Tay
lor) who's worked in a big bomb factory for 
10 years, then it's easy. It's not easy, but if 
I lost 20 kilograms (44 pounds) of plutonium 
last night to a big gang and they were in fact 
members of a gang identified by the FBI as 
terrorists, it's conceivable they could put 
together without blowing themselves up .... 
It would probably be a pretty clumsy thing, 
something you'd have to put in a truck but 
they'd have a credible threat." 

The AEC ran a test on itse.U a few years 
ago just to find out how easy bomb making 
had become. It quietly hired two young 
physicists with no more experience than their 
Ph. D. degrees, gave them access to a small 
computer and an unclassified library, then 
told them to design a nuclear weapon and 
predict its yield. 

The two physicists had a finished weapon 
in six months. Their predicted yield came 
within 10 per cent of what their weapon 
would have produced had it been fl.red. They 
now work in the weapons program at Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, where Taylor 
spent 10 years. 

About four months ago, AEC Director of 
Licensing John O'Leary asked an AEC study 
group to investigate the possibility of nu
clear theft. Don't study it to death, O'Leary 
told them, just take six or eight weeks and 
see if there's anything to it. Make sure it's 
not a crackpot scheme. 

The study group included an MIT physics 
professor, a weapon designer at Sandia Labo
ratory and William Sullivan, one time assist
ant to the FBI Director and former director 
o.f the Office of National Narcotics Intelli
g·ence. Here's what they concluded: 

"There is widespread and increasing dis
semination of precise and accurate instruc
tions on how to make a nuclear weapon in 
your basement .... There is also a slow but 
continuing movement of personnel into and 
out of the areas of weapons design and manu
facture .... We believe these factors neces
sitate an immediate and far-reaching change 
in the way we conduct our safeguards pro
grams." 

What triggered the study group's deepest 
fears was the rapid rise in worldwide te.rror
ism and the sudden spurt of political kid
nappings, which it concluded "may lead to 
a rise of urban terrorist groups in this coun
try of a sort without precedent in our his
tory." 

There are now 50 known terrorist groups 
ope.rating around the world, most of them 
well-financed and well-armed. There are five 
active terrorist organizations in North Amer
ica, five in Latin America, five in Europe and 
ten in the Middle East. Their names are 
household words. Black September, Al Fatah, 
Tupamaros, the Japanese Red Army, the 
Ulster Freedom Fighters, the IRA. 

In the six years ending Dec. 31, 1973, there 
were 422 known tenorist incidents that ended 
in 236 deaths. Fifty-nine of the 422 incidents 
ended in at least one death. 

More important, terrorism is on the rise. 
There were 50 incidents in 1969, 74 in 1972 
and 120 last year. The size of the force and 
the size of the ransom has also increased. 
There were 4.6 terrorists per incident in 1970, 
8.7 in 1972. Terrorists reaped $11 million in 
ransom in 1972, $13.3 million in 1973. 

Despite their great leap upward, terrorists 
have yet to threaten nuclear theft. There 
have been some disquieting incidents, like 
the threat by a 14-year-old physics student 
to blow up Orlando, Fla., unless he was given 
$1 million. He sent in a sketch of his nuclear 
weapon, precise in its detail. 

Not long ago, a man hijacked an airplane 
and threatened to dive-bomb the Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory. The most serious threat 
took place in Austria, where terrorists 
poisoned a railroad car with radioactive 
iodine. The car was taken out of service and 
the Austrian Federal Railroad Administra
tion offered a $5,200 reward (highest in its 
history) for information about the radiation 
terrorists. 

The attack with radioactive iodine points 
up two things about nuclear theft. First, the 
terrorists were thinking about the public's 
fear of radiation. Second, they had access to 
radioactive materials. It's true that radioac
tive iodine is no nuclear bomb, but it's not 
sold in the corner drugstore, either. 

Outside of the James Bond movie "Thun
derball," nobody has ever threatened the 
United States with the theft of a nuclear 
weapon, although it admits to two threats 
"of a similar kind" in the last month. 

The United States goes to unusual lengths 
to prevent the loss of an atomic weapon, but 
nevertheless it has lost a few. Four fell out 
of a B-52 over Palomares in Spain, while 
another four dropped out of another B-52 
over Greenland. All eight were recovered. 

Not so with a bomb that dropped out of a 
plane over South Carolina some years ago. It's 
still missing, presumably buried in a South 
Carolina swamp. A Navy fighter-bomber re
portedly missed the carrier deck once and 
sank to the bottom of the Pacific, its nuclear 
bomb aboard. It's still there. 

Outside of weapons in stockpile, the United 
States has over 40,000 atomic weapons scat
tered around the world. Most are in the 
United States, but about 7,000 are in Europe 
and a smaller number are in the Far East. 

The number of countries where American 
nuclear weapons are located is small, the 
number having shrunk when President Ken
nedy discovered that nuclear missiles were 
unlocked and relatively unguarded in Tur-

key and Italy about the time of the Cuban 
missile crisis. 

Where and how weapons are stored is a se
cret, but they're all kept in underground 
vaults. The vaults are guarded in roughly the 
same way the gold is guarded at Fort Knox. 
Electronic locks and cryptographic codes are 
used to close and open doors leading to the 
vaults. 

How many weapons are moved each year 
is a secret. They are believed to move one at 
a time, some by truck. The train is a full 
train, even though only one car contains a 
weapon. Each car on the train has armed 
guards. 

The truck that carries atomic weapons 
travels in convoy. There is an armed car 
ahead of it, an armed van just behind it 
and a third armed car five miles to the rear. 
The truck itself is secret. It can be made im
mobile if attached and is built to resist pene
tration. It would take hours for a full squad 
of men armed with bazookas to get inside 
the truck, and by then electronic signals 
would have sounded the alarm thiat the 
truck was under attack. 

Suppose an attack succeeds and a ter
rorist group steals a weapon. Can they arm 
it and fire it? Nobody really knows the an
swer to that since there are so many elec
tronic barriers built into the bomb. It might 
take them months to figure a way to trigger 
the bomb. 

"They'd probably have to tear the whole 
thing apart and put it back together agiain," 
the AEC's Edward Giller said. "In effect, they 
would have to rewrite the whole mechanism" 

The Atomic Energy Commission worries 
less about a bomb being stolen than it does 
about the nuclear materials used in the 
making of a bamb. Three metals can be 
made into a bomb, plutonium and two iso
topes of uranium. One is uranium-233, the 
other uranium-235. 

Just how much plutonium and uranium 
are needed to make a bomb is a secret, but 
it's a lot less than it used to be. The first 
atomic bomb that was detonated in the New 
Mexico desert contained about 60 pounds of 
plutonium. The bomb dropped on Hiroshima 
contained 132 pounds of uranium. Ted Taylor 
has described both bombs as "stupid," mostly 
meaning they were overweight. 

Nobody can buy plutonium or uranium on 
the open market. Plutonium doesn't even oc
cur in nature. It's made by man, as a by
product of fissioning uranium in nuclear 
power plants. Natural uranium cannot be 
used to make bombs either. A bomb maker 
needs uranium that is at least 90 per cent 
Uranium-235, which is only made in uranium 
enrichment plants. 

There is a uranium enrichment plant in 
France, another in England, a third in China 
and several in the Soviet Union. A pilot 
enrichment plant is operating in the Nether
lands, producing low-enriched uranium for 
atomic power plants. 

Three enrichment plants are in the United 
States, one at Oak Ridge, a second at Padu
cah, Ky., and a third at Portsmouth, Ohio. 
The one at Portsmouth makes uranium fully 
enriched with U-235. 

Time was when fully enriched uranium 
was used only to make bombs. No longer. It 
is the fuel for the Navy's 107 nuclear-pow
ered ships and the fuel for a new type of 
power plant called the High Temperature 
Gas Cooled Reactor, which operates at twice 
the temperatures of ordinary nuclear power 
plants. 

Only one of these plants is in existence 
today, being operated at Fort St. Vrain, Colo. 
Ten are on order in the United States alone. 
Japan is building one, and West Germany 
plans to build one. West German Energy 
Minister Horst Ehmke believes it is the pow
er plant of the future. 

Nobody would want to steal the uranium 
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or the plutonium that is inside a submarine 
reactor or a nuclear power plant, for the 
same reason that nobody would want to steal 
it when it came out of the reactor or the 
power plant. It's too radioactive, lethally so. 
It would have to be stolen and then handled 
by remote control, then put through an ex
haustive chemical reprocess to get the radi
ation out. 

On the other hand, the metal that comes 
out of the enrichment plant, that goes into 
the fabrication plant where it's made into 
fuel elements and even the metal that's 
shipped to the submarine or the power plant 
before it's installed is invaluable. 

Not only to the terrorist, either. Uranium 
and plutonium in their pure form are worth 
more than their weight in gold. Uranium is 
worth about $6,000 a pound. Back in the 
1950s, a ring of thieves stole some uranium 
fuel elements from the Bradwell power plant 
in Britain and even employed a "fence" to 
sell them. They were caught before a sale 
could be made. 

Just how much uranium and plutonium 
exist in their pure form in the United States 
today is a secret, but the numbers are large 
and growing. One estimate is that almost 2 
million pounds of both metals are in storage 
at AEC plants around the country. That 
figure is expected to grow to at least 3 mil
lion pounds by 1980. 

The uranium and plutonium that's stored 
at AEC plants is believed pretty safe. What 
worries the worriers and keeps . security men 
awake at night are the shipments that must 
be made, almost all of them covering long 
distances. 

"There's no question transportation is our 
weakest link," the AEC's Ed Giller says. "If 
a terrorist is going to make an attempt, 
that's where he'll make it." 

The AEC ships uranium from its enrich
ment plants to its reactors at Hanford, Wash., 
and Savannah River in Georgia. Plutonium 
is shipped out of Hanford and Savannah 
River to the fabrication plant at Rocky 
Flats, Colo. Rocky Flats ships to the weapons 
plants in Pantex, Texas and Burlington, 
Iowa. 

That's only for weapons shipments, whose 
size and number are secret. There are also 
shipments on the civilian side, though they're 
not as large and don't often contain the pure 
metal the way weapons shipments do. 

In the year ending March 31, 1974, the AEC 
counted 455 shipments of what it calls "spe
cial nuclear materials" by its civilian licen
sees. Special nuclear materials aire quantities 
of plutonium and fully enriched uranium 
that are in excess of what the AEC calls 
"trigger quantities." 

The trigger quantity for plutonium is two 
kilograms, 4.4. pounds. The trigger quantity 
for fully enriched uranium is five kilograms, 
which is 11 pounds. The trigger quantity is 
not enough to make a bomb. At least foU!r 
times the trigger quantity is understood to be 
enough for a bomb, though the exact 
quantity is secret. 

There are 26 plants in the U.S. licensed by 
the AEC to handle and ship plutonium and 
fully enriched uranium. The largest number 
of shipments are made by five plants scat
tered -across the country. 

A plant owned by Gerr-McGee in Cimar
ron, Okla., makes plwtonium fuel pins for a 
new test facility in Richland, Wash. A fac
tory outside Pittsburgh also ships fuel pins 
to Richland. Together, the two plants handle 
and ship close to 2,000 pounds of plutonium 
in a year. 

Fully enriched uranium is coming into the 
power plant at Fort St. Vrain, Colo. from 
a factory in San Diego. The largest uranium 
handlers 1n the country are the factories 
making fuel for the Navy's 102 atomic sub
marines. These are United Nuclear in New 
Haven and Babcock & Wilcox in Lynchburg, 
Va., which together handle thousands of 

pounds of weapons-grade uranium every 
year. 

The plutonium and uranium that are 
shipped from these plants go out under 
armed guard, either in armored cars or in 
trucks escorted by armed guards in a second 
car. They follow preplanned routes, so if 
they're hijacked rescue squads know where 
to look. 

While uranium and plutonium on the move 
is the big worry of the AEC, there is still a 
lot of concern about the same materials dis
appearing from the factory itself. An armed 
attack on a factory is unlikely, but a theft 
from the inside is not so unlikely. 

Plutonium and uranium disappear in large 
enough quantities every year for the AEC to 
investigate each disappearance. The AEC 
calls the disappearances a "MUF," for mate
rial unaccounted for. The AEC loses as much 
as 100 pounds of uranium and 60 pounds of 
plutonium every year, enough to make more 
than 10 atomic bombs. 

Most times, the MUF is due to poor in
ventory measures, bad weights, lost scrap
carelessness, in other words. But each time 
a MUF takes place, diversion is suspected. An 
investigation is begun. Plants are closed 
down. Sometimes fines are levied. 

The most celebrated MUF took place back 
in the Apollo, Pa., plant of NUMEC. The fac
tory had just taken a big order to process 
and fabricate 2,200 pounds of fully enriched 
uranium for Westinghouse Astro-Nuclear, 
which was making the fuel for the nuclear
powered rocket. 

In the fall of 1965, NUMEC was told to 
make an inventory of its uranium. It came 
up short by 207 pounds, worth at thart time 
over $1 million. It was also enough to make 
several large bombs. For a while, China and 
Israel were both under suspicion as the pos
sible thieves. 

The AEC closed down the plant and began 
to look for the missing uranium. It found 
some in the air filters, about 12 pounds in 
the 730 filters that kept uranium from blow
ing out the smokestacks. It found another 
14 pounds in a burial pit on a mountaintop 
eight miles away. It cost the factory $100,000 
to dig up the burial pit looking for the 
missing metal. 

At the end of the search 148 pounds of 
uranium was still missing, NUMEC was forced 
to pay the AEC $834,000 for the missing metal. 
Diversion was still suspected, so the AEC 
interviewed every employee in the plant and 
every one of its past employes. The AEC con
cluded there was "no evidence" of diversion, 
but there are still a few people there who 
suspect China and Israel. 

AEC SEEKING To CUT PERIL OF. ATOM THEFT
(By Thomas O'Toole) 

John O'Leary, Director of Licensing, Atomic 
Energy Commission: "I think we have to 
bring this possibility of your being incin
erated by a diverted or stolen nuclear bomb 
down to a level of risk comparable to . . . 
being struck by lighting." 

Nobody knows what the risk of incinera
tion from nuclear theft is, but it isn't as small 
as being hit by lightning. 

Whatever the risk, Jack O'Leary says, it's 
too high. Maybe it's something like 100,000 to 
1, he says, but that's too high. The chance of 
being killed by a atomis bomb exploded by 
terrorists, extortionists or blackmailers, 
O'Leary says, should be in the realm of un
thinkability. 

O'Leary is the AEC ofil.cial who commis
sioned a study of the threat of nuclear theft 
about four months ago. The study was done 
by five men-three physicists, a weapons de
signer and the onetime assistant (William 
Sullivan) to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover. 
Their conclusions were that the United States 
is not spending enough money and effort to 
prevent nuclear theft. 

"It is our strong feeling," the study team 
wrote, "that the point of view adopted, the 
amount of effort expended and the level 
of safety achieved in keeping special nuclear 
material out of the hand of unauthorized 
people is entirely out of proportion to the 
danger to the public .... " 

Special nuclear material is plutonium 
uranium-233 and uranium-235. The wrong 
hands could take the right amounts of any 
of these three metals and make an atomic 
bomb. The right amounts aren't all that 
much. Twenty pounds of uranium might be 
enough to make a bomb. 

Few people worry about the outright theft 
of an atomic bomb. The United States has 
more than 40,000 atomic bombs around the 
world, but they're in underground vaults 
at heavily guarded military bases. When they 
are moved they travel in special aircraft, 
trains and trucks, all of them under armed 
guard. 

Even if a bomb were stolen, it would take 
an incredible effort to set it off. Intricate 
electronic locks are built into every atomic 
weapon, meaning that bomb thieves would 
have to take the weapon apart and put it 
back together again to set it off. 

More and more people worry about the 
theft of plutonium and uranium that the 
thieves could use to make a bomb them
selves. Where would they steal it? An 
atomic power p~ant burning low-enriched 
uranium (not good enough for bombs) 
makes enough by-product plutonium in a 
year for two bombs. There is enough pure 
and fully-enriched (93 per cent U235) ura
nium being shipped around the United 
States for submarine and power plant fuel 
for another 10 bombs a year. 

The growth of nuclear power will multiply 
the threat. The 55 atomic power plants op
erating in the United States will grow to 
150 by 1980 and as many as 1,000 by the end 
of the century. There are 90 nuclear power 
plants abroad, a number expected to grow 
more than 200 by 1980 and to 1,400 by the 
year 2,000. 

As many as 10 per cent of these plants 
are expected to be of a relatively new class 
of plant known as the High Temperature 
Gas Cooled Reactors. They operate at twice 
the temperatures of conventional nuclear 
plants, meaning they make twice as much 
heat and twice as much electricity as con
ventional plants from the same amount of 
uranium. How do they do this? By burning 
fully enriched uranium, the same metal 
used in nuclear bombs. 

All nuclear power plants make plutonium 
as a byproduct, some more than others. The 
fast-breeder power plants built or being 
built in the Soviet Union, France, Britain 
and the United States make more pluto
n1um, than they burn uranium, which is the 
purpose of the breeder plant. 

Whatever the type of plant, plutonium 
will gather in mounting quantities the 
world over. The United States will have ac
cumulated almost 900 tons of plutonium by 
1990, Europe and Japan more than 900 tons. 
At the end of the century, the United 
States, Europe and Japan will be generating 
plutonium at the rate of 1,200 tons a year. 
That's enough for 200,000 bombs. 

There are two things that can be done 
with all this plutonium-store it or use it. 
If the woi'ld stores it, that means expensive 
garbage dumps that can be counted on to 
keep the plutonium safely for 24,000 years. 
An anticipated worldwide shortage of uran
ium at less than $20 a pound is enough to 
act against storing it. 

Most experts assume atomic power will 
be running on what they call a "plutonium 
recycle" economy, meaning that the pluto
nium will be recovered and used as fuel itself. 

That means another 15 to 20 factories in 
the United States alone to process the pluto
nium into fuel elements, making theft from 

. 
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one that much easier. It also means several 
shipments of plutonium around the coun
try every day, again raising the risk of 
plutonium theft. Thieves might choose to 
steal plutonium for money alone. They 
could get as much for plutonium as they 
get today for pure heroin. 

The first line of defense against nuclear 
theft. is the risk thieves run when they steal 
bomb material. The form thieves are likely 
to find it in is radioactive. The AEC ships 
fuel elements in heavy casks just to protect 
the handlers. 

How secure are the casks? Trucks carrying 
nuclear fuel cores have rolled off hillsides, 
killing the drivers but not cracking the cores. 
Cylinders of uranium hexafluoride have fallen 
off trains and under their wheels without 
breaking open. 

Next, the thieves run a terrific risk when 
they attempt to build a bomb. Four men have 
died in the United States putting bomb 
components together in what weapons ex
perts call the "criticality" experiment, a test 
the thieves must do if their weapon is to 
work. 

"This is an experiment that's called 
'twisting the lion's tail'" said Edward B. 
Giller, AEC assistant general manager for 
military applications. "You can get bit." 

Another risk comes from the high explo
sive that must be wrapped in a perfect sphere 
around the plutonium or uranium to squeeze 
it into a critical mass. The people handling 
the explosive as they build the trigger must 
be expert at their craft, not just knowledge
able. 

"You can melt dynamite and you can ma
chine it," Giller said, "but if you don't do 
it right you have a very good chance that 
your basement will blow up with your house." 

The second line of defense against nu
clear theft is the physical safeguards built 
to protect the plutonium and uranium at 
the factory and on the road. The AEC spends 
$50 million a year safe-guarding its material, 
a figure that's bound to grow in the years 
just ahead. 

"We need to spend money on this; this 
isn't some two-bit problem," said the AEC's 
Robert Minogue, one of the nation's lead
ing experts on safeguards. "This is a serious 
problem and it needs a serious effort." 

There are 26 factories in the United States 
licensed to handle plutonium and uranium. 
Some are modern and well-protected. others 
are not. The United Nuclear plant that makes 
fully enriched submarine fuel (ideal for 
weapons) consists of several buildings in a 
rundown neighborhood of New Haven, one 
or two as rundown as the neighborhood. A 
chain-link and barbed-wire fence runs 
around the plant, except where the walls 
border the sidewalk. 

"It's bad," states Ralph G. Page, chief of 
the AEC's Materials and Plant Protection 
Branch. "It is not good, not good." 

Bad as it is, the AEC let United Nuclear 
get off this year without upgrading its pro
tection. The reason is that United Nuclear 
is closing its New Haven plant in September 
to move to a new factory in Mottville, several 
miles from New Haven. 

The "upgrading" was ordered by the AEC 
this year for all 24 plants. The cost of the 
new protective measures ranges from $500,000 
to $2 million per plant, includes things like 
putting in outdoor searchlights, higher 
fences and more guards. 

The biggest single expense ordered by the 
AEC for the factories is an intrusion alarm 
system. Estimates run as high as $400,000 !or 
each factory, as much as $10 !or each foot of 
fence. The alarms aren't tied to the fence and 
they're not the conventional "ringing" alarms 
that most people identify with burglar sys
tems. 

They include infrared devices to detect 
warm bodies at night. There are magnetic 
detectors to sound out weapons, seismic lis
tening devices that can hear the fall of feet, 

p:ressure detectors that pick up any force 
being exerted on the fence. 

The AEC is almost as concerned about the 
people on the inside of the factory. It has 
developed and begun to use a super Geiger 
counter that looks like one of those electronic 
portals now in use at airports to check pas
sengers. This new device can detect pieces of 
plutonium or uranium as small as one gram, 
whether it's being carried out in a person's 
clothes or inside his body. 

One reason the AEC installed these doors 
is that security people remember how many 
well-known physicists walked out of Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory during the war 
with uranium souvenirs. They had to send 
the FBI after many of them, just to get the 
uranium back. 

The Achilles heel in all this is not the 
factory, it's the truck or train that carries 
the uranium and plutonium away from the 
factory. New regulations put in this year re
quire shipments to be accompanied by a 
driver and a guard, both of them armed. 
They're required either to drive an armored 
car or to be followed by an armed escort car. 

The truck driver must follow a pre-planned 
route, so that rescue teams would know where 
to look if the truck is attacked. The driver 
uses a radiotelephone to call in regularly 
along his route. 

There are shortcomings to all these plans. 
The AEC would like to scrap the radiotele
phone, mostly because the lines are often 
busy. It would like to install in the trucks 
radios with a cleared frequency, right into 
central communication centers that keep 
track by computer of all the nuclear trucks 
on the road. Eventually, the AEC would like 
its own communications satellite hovering 
above the earth, watching and listening to its 
trucks. 

What the AEC would also like is an un
classified version of the secret truck that 
hauls nuclear weapons. If the truck were 
attacked, the driver could stop the truck and 
freeze the engine by pushing a button. An
other push and two of the wheels might blow 
off, rendering the truck immobile. 

Even measures like these don't satisfy the 
safeguards experts. Some think the ship
ments of nuclear metals should be shrunk, 
so that only one-fourth of the "trigger 
quantity" for uranium and plutonium travel 
at any one time. 

Others think the 10 or so chemical reproc
essing plants planned for the United States 
should be built alongside the 26 fuel fabrica
tion plants already doing business, so there 
will be no need to ship metals from one to 
the other. 

One of the most extreme solutions to the 
safeguards problem would be to "poison" the 
uranium and plutonium whenever it leaves 
the factory. Polson it with excess radioac
tivity, making it that much more hazardous 
for the thief to steal it. Almost bizarre, this 
solution is tinder serious study at the AEC 
right now. 

The trouble with all these schemes is that 
they add expense to the already skyrocketing 
cost of doing business in the nuclear power 
industry. The poison idea is also dangerous, 
introducing a large hazard to the people 
handling the nuclear material and to the 
public if there's an accident. 

Nonetheless, new changes in nuclear safe
guards will have to be made, if safeguards are 
to make incineration from nuclear theft a 
risk comparable to being hit by lightning. 

The fear among some experts is that the 
AEC wlll move slowly and somewhat re
luctantly to strengthen its safeguards. Some 
experts worry that the AEC might feel that 
stronger safeguards would inhibit the growth 
of nuclear power, by focusing too many spot
lights on its hazards. 

The AEC can boast that its safeguards 
have worked so far, but its track record is 
far from spotless. The agency still does not 
have an overall chief in charge of safeguards. 

It had one, Delmar Crowmon, but forced 
him out a few years ago. 

His deputy, Charles Thornrton, was shunted 
to the side not long ago because he wanted 
stiffer safeguards. Thornton wanted armed 
guards even on shipments of natural ura
nium, which cannot be used to make weap
ons, but which conceivably could produce 
plutonium if it were used as fuel in a secret 
reactant. 

The AEC set up an outside watchdog com
mittee on safeguards seven years ago. The 
committee's job was to advise the AEC and 
it met at least twice a year until 1971. It has 
not met since-some feel because the AEC 
believes the committee might embarass it. 
The AEC has a different explanation. 

"There's a representative of Consolidated 
Edison and a representative of Westinghouse 
Electric on that committee," explains L. 
Manning Muntzing, AEC director of regula
tion and a man to whom the committee re
ports. "I've taken the position tha.t until the 
committee is reconstituted and that conflict 
of interest is removed, I will not use that 
committee." 

One member of the committee who does 
not serve private industry claims that the 
two members Muntzing is talking about are 
the toughest members of the committee. 
They're former FBI men and one-time exec
utive assistants to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy in Congress, men who "really 
understand the troubles we'll have if safe
guards don't work." 

There is a single statistic that safeguards 
experts often quote in as·sessing the threat 
of nuclear theft. Between 1 million and 2 
million men have already been trained by 
the United States in the handling, moving 
and operation of nuclear weapons. 

FOREIGN AID-ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR INOUYE 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, last Wed
nesday the distinguished junior Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE) delivered a 
speech in Honolulu to the Western Re
gional Convention of American Society 
of Women Accountants. In that speech, 
Senator INOUYE urged a complete reas
sessment of our foreign aid program. 

Senator INOUYE did not advocate that 
we abandon our international respon
sibility for assisting in the development 
of the poorest nations of the world. Quite 
the contrary, his call for a reassessment 
of our assistance j,')rograms stems from 
his very deep concerns for the present 
and future well-being of millions of peo
ple in the world who live and die daily 
in an environment of starvation, disease, 
and illiteracy. 

In opening his remarks, the Senator 
noted: 

Since 1970, something almost unnoticed
yet basic and universal-has occurred in the 
world. Mankind has slipped out of the Era 
of Plenty into the Era of Scarcity. This 
change represents the most profound altera
tion in the society of man since the Renais
sance. It affects each and every one of us 
to some degree today. In the not too distant 
future, it will dominate the lives of two
thirds of mankind; later it will overpower 
the hopes and dreams of four-fifths of the 
world. 

I have the privilege of serving on the 
Foreign Operations Appropriations Sub
committee of which Senator INOUYE is 
chairman. While we have experienced 
honest dift'erences over how we attempt 
to attack the problems of the world
problems which threaten our very own 
existence-I have a tremendous respect 
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for his ideas. Again, while I may not 
agree with everything he has said in his 
speech. I commend him for continuing 
the debate on the issue of foreign aid. 
It is an enlightened debate and one in 
which all of us benefit. 

Senator !NOUYE's speech is healthy. 
Our Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Subcommittee sessions are healthy dis
cussions of issues as the distinguished 
chairman directs the subcommittee in an 
attempt to achieve the most viable devel
opment assistance program possible. 

I congratulate him for carrying his 
concern to the people. I ask unanimous 
consent that his speech be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPEECH BY SENATOR DANIEL K . INOUYE 

Since 1970, something almost unnoticed
yet basic and universal-has occurred in the 
world. Mankind has slipped out of the Era 
of Plenty into the Era of Scarcity. This 
change represents the most profound altera
tion in the society of man since the 
Renaissance. It affects each and every one of 
us to some degree today. In the not too dis
tant future, it will dominate the lives of two
thirds of mankind; later it will overpower 
the hopes and dreams of four-fifths of the 
world. 

Strangely, very few of us are aware of what 
has happened. However, these world issues 
are of such enormous scale that sensible 
people can no longer ignore them. 

United Nations Secretary General Kurt 
Waldheim stressed this when he recently 
said, "The pursuit of short-term national 
interests by any nation or group of nations 
can no longer provide even a brief reprieve 
from the inevitable results of the present 
trends." In an April 15th address before the 
U.N., Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 
called it, "the challenge of interdependence." 
Secretary Kissinger stated, "We are part of a 
single international economic system," and 
he somberly challenged the assembly and 
the world "to come to terms with the fact of 
our interdependence." 

Like a runaway engine with numerous · 
attached cars, there are six major intercon
nected problems that we must face and some
how master if the collision and tragedy that 
confront us all are to be avoided. These prob
lems are: poverty, population, food shortages, 
inflation, energy shortages, and weapons 
control. 

Each inescapable element has its own prop
erties and problems. When they are com
bined, as they now are rapidly combining, 
they, like the various elements of a nuclear 
bomb, may trigger an explosive chain reaction 
of massive forces-social, economic, and 
political. Some are now already quite 
evident. 

Poverty grips more than two-thirds of 
the world's people. Some of the world's 
poverty-stricken are here in America, where 
10 million adults over the age of 16 years 
are functionally illiterate and 24 million 
of our citizens are officially :malnourished. 
However, this represents only a small frac
tion of the abject and inhumane poverty 
that exists abroad. While one-third of man
kind lives in relative abundance-and some 
in superabundance-the rest of the world's 
population remains entrapped in a web of 
hunger, malnutrition, illiteracy, unemploy
ment, and corrosive poverty. The gap be
tween the rich and the poor widens daUy 
in an almost insurmountable chasm. 

Last year, average income in developed 
countries was approximately $2,400 per 
capita. The comparable income in the non
developed countries was $180. Within 10 
years, the industrialized and developed na-

tions will raise their per capita income by 
$1,200 to $3,600 per person. Three-quarters 
of the rest of the world will be fortunate 
to add $100 each raising their per capita 
income to $280. Imagine that: by 1980, the 
numbers will be $3,600 to $280-a 13.1 ratio. 

Each year, 80 percent of the increase will 
go to those countries where per capita in
come already averages more than $1,000. 
The8e countries contain only one-quarter 
of the world's population. A mere 6 per cent 
of the gain will go to countries with per 
capita inlomes averaging $200 or less
countries which nevertheless contain more 
than 60 per cent of the world's people. 

There are many types of poverty. Poverty 
is a relative term. Poverty as experienced 
in America's Appalachia would represent a 
reasonably comfortable middle-class exist
ence to the poor of the Sahel or Bandgladesh. 

The poorest of the poor--or roughly 40 
per cent of the developing countries-have 
shared alomst no growth and live in con
ditions of deprivation that fall below any 
rational definition of human decency. In 
more than twenty countries, the very poor 
earn less than $80 a year or less than 30¢ 
a day. In India alone, more than 210 Inil
lion people-the approximate population of 
the United States-live on less than $40 
a year. 

Unless governments can reverse the pres
ent trend, the income share of the poorest 
60 per cent will further decre·ase while that 
of the richest 5 per cent will continue to 
increase. There h:as been virtually no 
"trickle down" of resources and income. 
Here development efforts have almost com
pletely failed. 

The population problem is undoubtedly 
the greatest single obstacle to world eco
nomic and social improvement. While it took 
our planet approximately two Inillion years 
for the human population to reach three 
billion, it will require only 35 years at pres
ent rates to add an additional three billion 
people. By the year 2000, the earth's popu
lation will increase by more than one billion 
persons every eight years. 

What does this really mean? Let us try 
to visualize it. If you became a parent today 
and your child lived into his seventies, he 
would know a world of approximately 15 bil
lion people. Today's population is just over 
four billion. Assuming this rate of increase 
continues, his grandchild would share a world 
of more than 60 billion. Obviously, some links 
in the chain of life would break before 
then. 

The United States and other industrialized 
nations have allocated considerable resources 
and talent to their own population control 
problems. At present, the developed world 
has achieved a stable population with very 
little numerico.: growth. 

When India announced a year and one 
half ago that she had achieved a decrease 
in her growth rate, it was hoped that the 
populations of less developed countries might 
be eventually controlled. Now we know that, 
not only did India not achieve the announced 
reduction, but her population, like much of 
the rest of the Third World, is actually hope
lessly out of control. By the year 2000, the 
number of inhabitants of the developed and 
industrialized countries will scarcely change, 
but the populations of the developing and 
less developed nations will at least double. 
Approximately 20 per cent of the world's 
population will then live in the developed 
countries. By the year 2040, this will drop 
to just 10 per cent and continue to decrease 
unless we can effect rather massive change 
in the world. 

Of the six international and intranational 
trends being discussed today, food and food 
shortages are perhaps the most well known 
and pathetic. 

Last year saw food shortages in India, 
Sahel, Bangladesh and other areas of the 
world. That was before the oil crisis. Now 

there will be far less energy available to run 
tractors, irrigate marginal land, and produce 
vital fertilizer . Due to lack of fertilizer alone, 
it is estimated that India's wheat crop will 
be reduced by at least one-third this year. 
Throughout most of Asia, crop production 
will be down charply and with a 2 to 3 per 
cent yearly population increase certain, a 
huge food deficit threatens. 

For. weeks, alarming reports have been 
circulated predicting poor harvests in India. 
Afghanistan, New Guinea, Kenya, Ethiopia, 
and other Third World nations. At present, 
across the Sahel region of North Africa, a 
full-scale starvation grips entire nations. In 
spite of massive international humanitarian 
relief efforts, an ever-increasing num·ber are 
dying, and unless other methods are utilized, 
millions more will starve and additional 
millions will be debllated and retarded. 

In the developing countries, close to one 
billion persons presently suffer from severe 
malnutrition or starvation. Twenty to 25 per 
cent of all children die before their fifth 
birthday. The life expectancy is 20 to 30 
years less than it is here in America. With 
the developed population now st.aible and the 
developing nations rapidly gaining additional 
inhabitants, this chaotic situation will 
worsen. 

A profound moral and political test awaits 
the United States and other developed na
tions on the issue of food. 

Recently a well-known nutritionist at 
Harvard got to the heart of this problem. 
He stated, "The saine amount of food that is 
feeding 210 million Americans would feed 
1.5 billion Chinese on an average Chinese 
diet." 

The older developed nations and numer
ous newly-developed nations are constantly 
improving their diets . As the food supply in 
the world during any given year is relative
ly finite and fixed, this dietary improvement 
is often achieved at the expense of marginal 
diets elsewhere. Americans ate 50 pounds of 
beef per capita in 1950. In 1973, it was 119 
pounds per person. Presently an American 
consumes 2,200 pounds of grain-most of it 
to flatten his animals. A Chinese needs only 
400 pounds to live on an average Chinese 
diet . 

Simply averting our attention will not 
deny the linkage between the level of food 
production and consumption in the U.S. 
and other developed nations, and the ever
widening ripple of starvation throughout 
the world. In order to merely maintain the 
present inadequate diets, food production 
must double by the year 2000 to keep up with 
population increases. At present, world food 
reserves are down from the 69-day supply in 
1970 to less than a 30-day supply in 1974-
the lowest level since the holocaust of World 
War II. 

While time does not permit me to dwell 
on it at length in this discussion, the inter
related problems of worldwide inflation and 
the energy crisis are pertinent. If oil prices, 
which are now approximately four times 
1972 prices, stay at present levels, it will cost 
the developing countries some $15 billion 
more for essential imports in 1975 than it 
did in 1974. 

This increase is equivalent to nearly five 
times the total net U.S. development as
sistance in 1972 and almost double the total 
amount of development assistance for all 
developing countries from all sources that 
year. 

This year, all nations must face increased 
oil prices as well as higher prices for essen
tial food, fertilizer, raw materials and/or 
finished products. The rate of inflation ranged 
from some 7 per cent to 25 per cent for de
veloped countries this past year. However, 
the rate was much higher in the nonindus
trialized countries where it ranged from 20 
per cent to 200 per cent. 

Some developing countries wlll be able to 
partially offset increased prices and infia ti on 
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with expons or raw materials. For the poor
est 40 countries, there is little relief avail
able. In the near future, they will need at 
least an additional $5 billion in aid merely 
to maintain this stability and survive. 

Perhaps the greatest paradox in the entire 
aid picture centers on weapon development 
and procurement. For whatever it is worth 
to America, we are the world's largest sup
plier of weapons and military material to 
the developing nations: Planes and advisors 
to Bolivia, F-14 jets to Iran, tanks to India 
and Pakistan, carbines, helicopters and trans
ports to the Philippines. The shopping list 
is endless and the customers read like a list 
of the Who's Who in the United Nations. 

Over the past decade alone, the United 
States sold or gave away more than $21 bil
lion in weapons to more than 60 countries. 
This accounts for more than one-half of the 
total international trade in arms. Even more 
unsettling is the fact that our military ex
ports have doubled in the past four years 
and jumped again this year-to more than 
$5.4 billion. 

We supply not only arms and material, but 
also war technology and advisors. Many thou
sands of police and military have been trained 
with U.S. foreign assistance and weapons 
development encouraged. You may have no
ticed that a few weeks ago, India, one of the 
largest and poorest nations on the earth, ex
ploded a nuclear device underground. At a 
time when her millions are literally starving, 
India has in vested millions of dollars and 
valuable technology in the preliminary pro
duction of a nuclear capab1lity. 

Last year, I called for our government to 
curtail this senseless policy of weapons dis
tribution and sales. I urged at that time that 
the Administration attempt to bring about 
a meaningful international agreement on 
conventional (non-nuclear) arms distribu
tion, especially in the developing world. 

Americans are the most generous and hu
manitarian people in the world. Since World 
War II, the United States has provided more 
than ·$183 billion to the world in interna
tional assistance. In a recent public poll, 84= 
per cent believed it to be in the best inter
est of the United States to help other coun
tries. Almost 70 per cent favored the United 
Strutes providing direct and multilateral as
sistance to the developing world. Yet, foreign 
aid is the most unpopular program within 
the Congress and in the nation. 

As chairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations Com
mittee, I can assure you that there are many 
valid reasons that Americans react this way. 

Whereas most Americans believe that for
eign aid means "helping other countries and 
people by sending money and food," military 
items and police training represent a larger 
percentage of our total foreign aid than 
does economic ~nd humanitarian assistance. 

Our priorities in the way aid is distributed 
also need reordering. What is the Adminis
tration's sense of values-what is the grasp 
of the real problems facing humanity
when, this year, the Administration pro
poses to spend ten times as much on South 
Viet Nam with a population of 19 million 
persons, as on India, Pakistan, and Bang
ladesh with a total population of 711 mil
lion? 

Clearly, drastic reforms are called for . For
eign aid, throughout the 1950's and 1960's, 
was closely associated with our overall for
eign policy · objectives for gaining political 
advantage in the Cold War. Today, the over
all goals of the foreign assistance programs 
of the United States must not be primarily 
to halt the flow of communism and aggres
sion. Detente and improved relations with 
the Soviet Union and China have removed 
much of that menace. Today, if our aid is 
to continue to be supported by Congress and 
the American people, it must speak to the 
real social and economic problems found in 
the less-developed world. 

In addition, the entire U.S. assistance ap
paratus-which is the most top-heavy and 
expensive of all governmental agencies-must 
reduce its administrative cost and redirect 
its efforts. 

The military component must be taken 
out of the foreign aid bill. In the past, it was 
argued that the military aspects helped to 
justify the economic and humanitarian as
pects. I believe this is no longer the case. 
The world urgency of development--energy, 
food, and social-will easily absorb all the 
funds that we can make available for assist
ance. Continuing to pour American tax dol
lars and technology into bolstering the po
lice and military forces of more than sixty 
nations can no longer be justified. In most 
cases, it compounds-rather than eases
the problem. Assistance should and does be
gin at home. We find ourselves in a rising 
price spiral, which demands that the expendi
tures of our tax dollars must be fully justi
fied. Poverty, illiteracy, and hunger still ex
ist within our land and our first priority 
must be to assist our own citizens. 

Whatever funds the United States can 
make available for foreign assistance must 
be directed to reach and to assist the poor
est people elsewhere in the world-not the 
richest, as has too often been the case in 
the past. 

A complete foreign aid reassessment is e1-
sential. In the past, aid from rich to poor 
nations has had only a limited success in 
fostering development. Given the scope of 
the problems now forming throughout the 
world, our aid philosophy and methodology 
are antiquated and doomed to fail. The dan
gers of unbalanced economic and social 
world growth cannot be ignored. The ad
justments must begin now. 

RESOLUTIONS OF 
GUARD ASSOCIATION 
ZONA 

NATIONAL 
OF ARI-

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, re
cently the National Guard Association 
of Arizona held its 1974 annual confer
ence in the city of Tucson and took ac
tion on three matters which I believe 
are of importance to the Members of 
Congress. The action was taken in reso-
1 utions which were unanimously adopted 
and which urged Congress and the De
partment of Defense to: 

First. Take every possible step to make 
every possible effort to account for the 
more than 1,300 American servicemen 
still missing in Southeast Asia and to se
cure the immediate release from captiv
ity those still alive 

Second. That the Department of De
fense be urged not to propose or direct 
a reduction in the authorized strength 
of the National Guard or the inactiva
tion Jf existing National Guard units. 

Third. That legislation be enacted 
making additional recruiting and re
tention incentives available to guards
men and reservists. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of these resolu
tions adopted by the National Guard As
sociation of Arizona be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

Know all men by these presents: Thait the 
National Guard Association of Arizona at 
the Annual General Conference o! the Asso
ciation Assembled at Tucson, Arizona, on the 
27th day of April, 1974, adopted the following 
resolution: 

RELATING TO STEPS TO BE TAKEN TO ACCOUNT 

FOR AMERICAN MIAS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Whereas, American military involvement in 
Southeast Asia is rapidly drawing to a close 
with the signing of a truce agreement call
ing for return of all American prisoners of 
war; and 

Whereas, American military forces in the 
Republic of Vietnam have been withdrawn 
pursuant to that truce agreement; and 

Whereas, although almost five hundred 
Americans mis.sing in action and held as pris
oners of war have been accounted for and 
released from captivity, there remains at 
least thirteen hundred of their fellow Ameri
cans yet unaccounted for in Southeast Asia; 
and 

Whereas, it is the responsibility of the 
people of this nation to do everything in 
their power to determine whether these men 
are still alive and, if so, to secure their im
mediate release from captivity; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, by the Na
tional Guard Association of Arizona, in An
nual General Conference Assembled this 27th 
day of April, 1974 at Tucson, Arizona, that 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States be and they are hereby eairnestly re
quested and urged to take every possible step 
and to make every possible effort to account 
for the more than thirteen hundred American 
servicemen still missing in Southeast Asia 
and to secure the immediate release from 
captivity of those still alive; and 

Be it further resolved, that the President 
of this Association be and he hereby is au
thorized and directed to send a copy o! this 
Resolution to the President of the United 
States, each member of Congress from Ari
zona, the National Guard Bureau and the Na
tional Guard Association of the United States. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned officers 
of the Association have hereunto set their 
hands officially and affixed the seal of the 
Association this 27th day of April, 1974. 

RESOLUTION 

Know all men by these presents: That the 
National Guard Association of Arizona at the 
Annual General Conference of the Association 
Assembled at Tucson, Arizona, on the 27th 
day of April 1974, adopted the following 
resolution: 
RELATING TO OPPOSING A REDUCTION IN 

STRENGTH OF THE NATIONAL GUARD 

Whereas, the National Guard is the l•argest 
organized element in the reserve forces and 
provides a significant portion of the organ
ized structure and combat strangth of the 
military forces of the United States under 
the Total Force Concept; and 

Whereas, the reduction in strength of the 
active military forces of the United States 
has placed increased responsibility for the 
national defense on the National Guard; and 

Whereas, the National Guard is avaHable 
for local disaster assistance and support of 
State and local oivil authorities, as well as 
being the first line reserve element in the 
national defense establishment; and 

Whereas, the cost of maintaining the Na
tional Guard is far less than maintaining 
equal active forces, making the Guard the 
best buy in today's defense market; 

Now, therefore, be resolved, by the Na
tional Guard Association of Arizona, in An
nual General Conference Assembled this 27th 
day of April 1974 in Tucson, Arizona, that 
the Department of Defense be and it is hereby 
earnestly requested and urged that it not 
propose or direct a reduction in the author
ized strength of the National Guard or the 
inactivation of existing National Guard units, 
but rather that it convert existing units for 
which no need is recognized to units required 
under the current Total Force Concept to pro
vide an effective well-rounded military estab
lishment; and 

Be it further resolved, that the President 
of this Associ·ation be and he hereby is au-
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thorized and directed to send a copy of this 
Resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of Defense, the Secre
taries of the Army and the Air Force, each 
member of Congress from Arizona, the Na
tional Guard Bureau and the National Guard 
Association of the United States. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned of
ficers of the Association have hereunto set 
their hands officially and affixed the seal of 
the Association this 27th day of April, 1974. 

RESOLUTION 

Know all men by these presents: That the 
National Guard Association of Arizona at 
the Annual General Conference of the Asso
ciation Assembled at Tuscon, Arizona, on the 
27th day of April, 1974, adopted the follow
ing resolution: 
RELATING TO LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE FORCER

TAIN RECRUITING AND RETENTION INCENTIVES 

Whereas the increased responsib111ty for 
the natio~al defense placed upon the Na
tional Guard and for other reserve forces 
makes it necessary that the authorl~ed 
strength of units be maintained; and 

Whereas, experience in the volunteer serv
ice no-draft environment indicates that n.d
ditional recrui·ting and retention incentives 
a.re necessary . to insure that units are main
tained at full strength; and 

Whereas, enlistment and re-enlistment 
bonuses, reduction of the age for commence
ment of retired pay, lifting of sixty retire
ment points per year ce111ng for inactive duty 
training, survivors' benefits for survivors of 
guardsmen and reservists who die before date 
of eligibility to receive retirement pay, G.I. 
Blll benefits, full commissary and post ex
change privileges, and increased medical and 
dental benefits would be strong recruiting 
and retention incentives; and 

Whereas, proposed legislation has been 
introduced in the Congress of the United 
States which, if enacted into law. would make 
these benefits available to guardsmen and 
reservists; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, by the Na
tional Guard Association of Arizona, in An
nual General Conference Assembled this 27th 
day of April, 1974 at Tuscon, Arizona, that 
the Congress of the United States be and 
it is hereby earnestly requested and urged 
to enact proposed legislation pending before 
it making the above described benefits avall
abel to guardsmen and reservists; and 

Be it further resolved, that the President 
of this Association be and he hereby is au
thorized and directed to send a copy of this 
Resolution to the President of the United 
states, each member of Congress from Ari
zona, the National Guard Bureau and the 
National Guard Association of the United 
States. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned offi
cers of the Association have hereunto set 
their hands officially and affixed the seal of 
the Association this 27th day of April, 1974. 

THE THREAT TO IDAHO WATER 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it was 

recently revealed that the U.S. Water Re
sources Council is conducting a study on 
the use of water resources to meet the na
tional energy crisis. 

The trouble is that the Council is now 
talking about the possibility of "inter
basin diversion" of water, and even the 
assertion of Federal jurisdiction over 
State water rights. 

As chairman of the Senate Interior 
Subcommittee on Water and Power Re
sources, I think it appropriate that the 
Nixon administration be reminded that 
under current law, any studies of water 

diversion are prohibited. That prohibi
tion, in the form of a 10-year mora
torium, was written into law in 1968, and 
I am proud to have been one of its co
authors. 

However, the fact remains that the 
moratorium is under attack, and in 
Idaho-where water is our life blood
there is an understandable concern. 

On May 24th, the Coeur d'Alene Press 
stated well the opposition of Idahoans to 
water diversion or the assertion of Fed
eral jurisdiction over Idaho water 
rights: 

We will do everything we can within our 
power to fight this asinine proposal. Here is 
a time when all Idahoans need to stand up 
and be counted. Here is a t·me to take the 
ba.ttle to the halls of Congress and the White 
House. He·re is a time to draw a line a~d say, 
"Enough!" 

I agree, and as chairman of the Water 
and Power Subcommittee, I advise the 
Nixon administration to drop any plans 
it has for diverting Idaho water or at
tempting a takeover of Idaho water 
rights. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial form the Coeur d' Alene Press be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Coeur d'Alene Press, May 24, 1974) 

HANDS OFF IDAHO'S WATER 

An ominous cloud from Washington, D.C., 
has blown over Idaho's precious water re
sources. 

Gov. Cecil Andrus hauled up the storm 
flag this week when he revealed that the 
federal government is showing a great in
terest in diverting water from the Northwest 
to meet the needs of the rest of the nation. 

Andrus issued the alert after he received 
word from the Federal Water Resources 
Council that it is considering meeting the 
nation's energy needs by a~ertlng federal 
control over state water rights, by inter
basln transfers and by changing the use of 
water from the existing reservoir projects. 

The rationale for such Neanderthal think
ing is that the water ls needed more to meet 
national energy requirements, such as the 
use of water to extract oil from shale rock 
in Colorado, than 1 t ls needed by Idaho 
citizens. 

This is in spite of the fact that computer 
research indicates that the critical need for 
Idaho by the year 2020 wlll be water. 

We supported editorially the transfer of 
electrical power generated from Northwest 
dams during the energy crisis last winter. 
We felt the region should be w1lling to share 
its electricity because everyone was suffer
ing equally and because the water would 
return when the rains returned, as it in
deed did. The water stayed in the region. 
Only the power it produced was exported. 

But we draw a battle line at this latest 
proposal. They are not talking about divert
ing the product of water by the water itself. 

Idaho is rich in water resources because 
state officials and others had the foresight 
years ago to prevent their despoiling through 
overuse, industrial pollution and urban 
sprawl. As a result, Idaho remains rich in 
natural resources while other states, par
ticularly in the East, have overbuilt, over
populated and overpolluted to the point that 
many areas have become a vast wasteland of 
barren soil jammed horizon to horizon with 
a teeming mass of humanity. 

Now Idaho is expected to ball them out. 
Federal officials are saying, in effect, "Well, 
we let this get all messed up, now we're 

going to take what you have because we 
need it more. After all, you've got more than 
we've got and so we want some of it ." 

So to salvage the horrendous conditions 
in many parts of the nation, the Northwest 
is expected to play dead and let itself be 
stripped until it is in the same condition 
as they are. 

We don't believe the writers of the U.S. 
Constitution had this in mind when they 
stressed the importance of "equality." 

We will do everything we can within our 
power to fight this asinine proposal. Here 
is a time when all Idahoans need to stand 
up to be counted. Here is a time to take the 
battle to the halls of Congress and the White 
House. Here is a time to draw a line and 
say, "Enough!" 

We don't know what bureaucratic bubble
braln dreamed up this little fantasy, but 
whoever he is, we urge that he be relegated 
to the farthest reaches of the Interior De
partment where he will not be a danger to 
himself and the public at large. 

PEACE CORPS AUTHORIZATION 
ACT, 1975 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, unfor
tunately, due to scheduling difficulties, 
I was unable to be present during the 
debate and vote on Thursday, May 2, 
1974, on the Peace Corps Authorization 
Act of 1975, H.R. 12920. At this time, 
I would like to make it a part of the 
record that, had I been present, I would 
have voted affirmatively. 

As originally conceived in 1961, when 
the Congress passed the Peace Corps 
Act, it was meant to promote world peace 
and friendship. Specifically, its purpose 
was manifold. Young volunteers were 
sent to recipient countries to provide 
needed manpower. Also, the Corps was 
meant to promote a better understand
ing between American and foreign na
tionals. I think that our Peace Corps has 
been very successful in both instances. 

I have studied the report of the For
eign Relations Committee and I have 
concluded that the modest increases 
requested are justified in light of gen
eral inflation and the demands of the 
work. For these reasons, I also would 
have supported both the Mondale and 
Cranston amendments to increase read
justment allowances reflecting an enor
mously increased cost of living since 1961. 

In light of this authorization request, 
I think that it is worth mentioning the 
unique role that the Peace Corps plays 
in our foreign assistance progra:n. The 
Peace Corps gives volunteers the chance 
to help the everyday person in under
developed countries, while enhancing 
their own self-growth. For all of these 
reasons, I would have voted for H.R. 
12920, had I been present. 

NATIONAL SUMMER YOUTH SPORTS 
PROGRAM-A GOOD PROGRAM 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, today 

I would like to go on record as adding 
my support to S. 3480, the Natlonal Sum
mer Youth Sports Program Act of 1974. 
Congress founded this worthwhile pro
gram in 1969 which has since supervised 
sports activities for more than 200,000 
disadvantaged youngsters between the 
ages of 10 and 18. 

It is quite astounding that this pro-
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gram is scheduled to expire at the end 
of this fiscal year. I feel very strongly 
that this Congress take the initiative in 
establishing the national summer youth 
sports program as a permanent program. 

This program with the cooperation of 
the President's Council on Physical Fit
ness and the National Collegiate Athletic 
Association has spread to 36 States and 
105 institutions. A basic requirement is 
that at least 90 percent of the youths 
participating in each program be selected 
from families whose income falls below 
the poverty level. 

I have been witness to the success of 
this program in my own State of New 
Mexico. The University of New Mexico 
became involved with the summer youth 
program in 1970 and has since worked 
with 1,900 youths. This program also of
fered employment for 72 professional 
employees and 57 part-time aides. Dur
ing the summer months these youths re
ceive medical examinations, daily nu
tritious meals, health education, and 
counseling in study and career opportun
ities along with instruction in supervised 
sports activities. 

I express my support for this bill be
cause it offers a much needed mecha
nism to afford underprivileged youths 
the opportunity of growing through ath
letic competition and their surrounding 
programs. We must not forget out obli
gations to our young people by allowing 
this program to die for lack of funds. 

PAY COMPRESSION IN THE CIVIL 
SERVICE 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the cur
rent issue of the Federal Times carries, 
in its Forum column, an article by Chair
man Robert E. Hampton of the Civil 
Service Commission which I would like to 
bring to the attention of every Senator. 
It deals with the problems of pay com
pression in the civil service and advocates 
adoption of the President's recently sub
mitted proposal to alleviate this situa
tion somewhat by granting some salary 
increases in the executive branch only. 

The problem created by the failure to 
approve an earlier recommendation on 
executive, legislative, and judicial sal
aries has exacerbated an already sorry 
situation, but I would point out that the 
problem is not solely centered in the ex
ecutive branch. 

Chairman Hampton's article gets to 
the heart of a very serious aspect of the 
overall problems, however. That is, of 
course, the illogical, morale-dampening 
impact of long-term pay freezes which 
sometimes make it preferable for ex
perienced, competent career profession
als to retire early and leave Government 
service. I ask unanimous consent that the 
article by Chairman Hampton be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE EXEC PROBLEM: A COMPRESSION CRISIS 

(By Robert E. Hampton) 
Can you imagine any well-run business 

with an organizational structure in which 
the chief administrative officer and officials 
at five or six subordinate reporting levels are 
all making the same salary? 

Can you imagine such a company retain
ing the services of those executives if their 
pay remains frozen from three to ft ve years 
and possibly more, while inflation rages and 
their contemporaries in other companies 
receive appropriate annual increases? 

How do you think such a situation would 
affect the morale, motivation and produc
tivity of the executives whose pay is so 
frozen? 

How would you expect such executives 
with long service to react when they realize 
they may retire and receive annuities 
amounting to 60 or 65 percent of their 
present "take home" pay-and look forward 
to cost-of-living annuity increases that 
within a few years could bring them to 
present take home pay levels? (A few, in fact 
would wind up receiving more in annuities 
than their take home pay.) 

What would happen to the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the business that experiences 
such a leadership drain? 

The answers to these questions should 
be obvious. They sum up the situation fac
ing the federal government as a result of 
the compression of salaries of the top-level 
of the career service that has occurred over 
the past few years. And the problem will 
grow increasingly worse unless salary com
pression is soon relieved. 

The problem stems from "linkage" of top 
career salaries to levels of pay established 
by the Executive Pay Act, and the recent 
rejection by Congress of the President's pro
posed adjustment of salaries of members of 
Congress and top officials of the Executive 
and Judicial Branches. 

Since under provisions of present law it 
would be four years before another such 
proposal, the President on May 7 urged Con
gress to take action this year on an emer
gency measure that would provide at least 
partial relief of the compression of senior 
career level salaries. 

The current salaries for officials covered by 
the Executive Pay Act were set in early 1969. 
Since that time, the Consumer Price Index 
has risen more than 34 percent, and private 
sector executive pay has gone up by a like 
amount. 

The government's 1.3 million general 
schedule employees, first catching up to and 
then maintaining comparability with private 
enterprise pay, have received six pay in
creases in this period, totaling more than 42 
percent. 

Despite these increases, and parallel in
creases in almost every other economic in
dicator, the salaries for top officials in the 
federal government have remained frozen. 

While this pay freeze directly applies only 
to the 700 top officials in the Executive 
Branch (and to 1700 officials, including 
judges and members of Congress, in the 
other two branches) , it has indirectly frozen 
the pay of nearly 10,000 senior executives and 
professionals in the government's career 
service. 

This has happened because a provision of 
federal law prohibits paying employees un
der the general schedule or the other career 
pay systems more than the salary for the 
lowest rung, level V of the Executive Sched
ule, the pay system for the top officials. The 
level V salary is now $36,000. 

This limitation on pay for career employeeis 
has resulted in a highly technical, but very 
real, problem of "sa;J.ary compression.'' Gen
eral schedule salaries are supposed to be 
adjusted every year to keep them comparable 
with private enterprise pay for work of 
simllar difficulty and responsiblllty. 

Every year since 1971, comparablllty has 
called for more and more of the pay rates of 
the general schedule to be higher than 
$36,000, but only $36,000 could be paid. 

This pay limitation is currently preventing 
the government from paying comparability 
pay rates to managers and professionals in 
13 theoretically different pay steps: The top 

step in GS-15, six of the nine steps in GS-16, 
all five steps in GS-17, and the single step of 
GS-18. 

Employees in these four different GS grade 
levels are receiving the same pay rate, de
spite the fact that the difficulty and respon
sibllltles of their jobs vary greatly. 

This ls "salary compression," and it is 
getting worse every year, as more and more 
steps are limited to $36,000, despite the fact 
that higher salaries would be necessary to 
provide comparability with what private en
terprise pays similar managers and profes
sionals. 

Clearly, it is very demoralizing for one of 
our top caree.r executives in GS-18 to realize 
thwt his pay is more than 20 percent below 
comparability and that this lag has co.st him 
more than $15,000 since he first hit the 
$36,000 in Ja.nuary 1971. . 

There can be little wonder that many of 
our best senior employees at the $36,000 ceil
ing are reitiring, since they can often be.tter 
them.selves financially by taking their civil 
service retirement annuities and finding a 
non-federal job. 

Furthermore, they realize that, if they re
main in the government, they will have t.o 
forego co\Slt-of-living increases in civil se·rvlce 
annuities, increases which have amounted to 
more than 10 percent in the last year. 

The most recent COL increase in annuities 
of 5.5 percent l•as1t January brought a total 
of 20,000 retirements, of which 400 were by 
executives being paid salaries of $36,000. 

The CPI for April 1974 wa.s sufficient to 
trigger another annuity increase of 6.4 per
cent, effective in July. It wm bring another 
big wave of retirements of top career execu
tives--perihiaps higher than before, in the 
light of the current freeze on their pay. 

The federal service can ill afford such 
exodus of its mosrt aible career leaders at the 
peak of their performance potential. 

In addition to the problem caused by the 
ever-increasing rate of these exe·cutives and 
professionals, recruitment of highly qualified 
individuals from outside the government to 
take the places of the retirees is also becom
ing harder, as outstanding candidates observe 
not only the present inadequacy of out high
er-level oolarles but also the limited 
prospects for an improvement in this situa
tion. 

We are even beginning to see cases where 
some present fede·ral employees are declining 
promotions because they are unwilling to 
assume the burdens of a. more difficult job 
without a commensurate increase in pay. 

So far, these problems have only had a 
limited impact on the quality of the govern
ment, but I am deeply concerned that we 
will begin to see a precipitous erosion of the 
career service's best talents if aotion is not 

. taken soon. 
Already we can see danger signs-top re

searchers leaving the National Cancer In
stitute, the Social Security Administration 
unable to fill its chief actuary position for 
nearly a year-and these types of cases are 
multiplying. 

Last year, a special nine-member panel 
appointed by the President, the Chief Jus
tice, the Vice President, and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives studied the 
executive pay situation and recommended 
an immediate 25 percent pay raise for top 
officials in all three branches of government. 

President Nixon agreed with this recom
mendation, but decided to phase the increase 
over three years, with a 7 .5 percent increase 
each year. He recommended this approach 
to Congress in February of this year. In 
March, Congress rejected the President's 
recommendation. 

Many knowledgeable observers felt this 
rejection was largely because a pay raise for 
Congress was included in the recommenda
tion, and this is always a politically volatile 
subject in an election year. 

Because of the urgent need for action to 
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ease the impact of the pay freeze on the 
Executive Branch's ability to carry out the 
management of federal programs, the Presi
dent decided it was necessary to ask Con
gress to reconsider this subject. 

Therefore, he submitted a new recom
mendation. 

However, this new pay recommendation 
would not provide any pay raise for Con
gress, nor would it affect any federal salary 
currently at the congressional salary rate 
of $42,500 or higher. The chart below shows 
the effect of the President's new recom
mendation. 

Raising the ceiling on career employees' 
pay to $41,000 will not eliminate salary com
pression-some employees in GS-16, GS-17 
and GS-18 will still be receiving somewhat 
less than comparability with private enter
prise would call for-but it will substantially 
alleviate the compression problem, and will 
help our· top career employees regain some of 
the financial ground they have lost in the 
past few years. 

I am hopeful that Congress will act very 
rapidly on the President's recommendation, 
since fast action on this matter is essential 
to our efforts to maintain the outstanding 
managerial work force the government has 
developed in its career service. 

Present 
Executive schedule level salary 

Level I (Cabinet members)_____________ $60, 000 
Level II (Deputy Secretaries and heads 

of a few major agencies, etc.)________ 42, 500 
Level 111 (heads of most major agencies, 

etc.)_________ _______ ______________ 40, 000 
Level IV (Assistant Secretaries, etc.) ____ 38, 000 
Level V (heads of major bureaus, etc., 

and ceiling on career pay)_____ ______ 36, 000 

1 No change. 

WITHOUT BUSING, WOULD 
ANYONE REALLY CARE? 

Recom
mended 

salary 

(1) 

(1) 

$42, 000 
41, 500 

41, 000 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, there is 
no way to "prove" the degree to which 
busing and desegregation bring us closer 
to our goal of equality in education, and 
in society at large. But what I thought 
were some particularly instructive ob
servations about the value of desegrega
tion were made recently by a teacher in 
one of our local school systems, and 
were reprinted last Friday, May 31, in 
the Washington Post column of William 
Raspberry. 

The teacher, Phoebe E. Cuppett, is a 
reading specialist in the Prince Georges 
County, Md., public school system. She 
reported that desegregation-through 
busing-has made visible progress in 
correcting inequalities, ranging from 
"little inequities," like the availability of 
chocolate milk and ice cream, to "more 
profound discrepancies," like the quality 
and quantity of teaching materials. And 
she found that desegregation brought 
new cooperation and positive attitudes 
among students and parents, bringing 
black and white together, "learning com
passion and coming to understand each 
other's values." 

Ms. CUppett's observations may not 
qualify as scientific proof of the value 
of busing in her county, and they do not 
pretend to demonstrate that the details 
of that desegregation plan are perfect. 
But they illustrate well an important 
reason for maintaining our commitment 
to desegregation-that without busing, 
we would have no insurance that anyone 

would "care enough to spend equal time, 
effort and money on neighborhood 
schools." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the William Raspberry column 
containing Ms. Cuppett's comments be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed 'in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, May 31, 1974] 
WITHOUT BUSING, WOULD ANYONE REALLY 

CARE? 

(By William Raspberry) 
Phoebe E. Cuppett, a teacher in the Prince 

George's County schools, takes impassioned 
exception to some things I had to say re
cently against the primacy of racial balance 
in the public schools . She took particular 
exception to a paragraph that said: 

"Granted the popularity of the antibusing 
sentiment doesn't make it right. But if 
you're going to push a clearly unpopular pro
gram, you ought to be damned sure that the 
struggle and the risk of losing are worth it." 

Here are excerpts from her response: 
In the last analysis, you seemed to advo

cate that it may be better simply to shore up 
the neighborhood schools and forget the 
painful continuation of forced busing to 
achieve the dubious value of racial balance. 
"The time, effort and money spent on bus
ing could be better used for other things. 
Like better schools, for instance." 

The question in my mind is that if busing 
were removed (like the Ten Commandments 
from society), what would insure that any
one would care enough to spend equal time, 
effort and money on neighborhood schools? 

Even with the busing, certain hardcore 
conservative factions in and out of the 
county school system would like to curtail 
the momentum made since Jan. 29, 1973. 
The County Council is proposing a gigantic 
funding cut. This will affect the sizes of 
classrooms and will place a greater burden 
on the possibility of the integration plan 
working more and more smoothly. 

Most appalling, the school board proposes 
to do away with Head Start and to concen
trate on developing the lack of modern, in
novative methods by reinstatl.ng corporal 
punishment. If these proposals are carried 
through, the disadvantaged children of the 
lower socio-economic areas will not receive 
the chance to "catch up." Many of the 
human relations programs set up last year 
will be axed. Remember, this is what is hap
pening with busing. Are we to be intimi
dated to lose the significant gains we made 
last year? ... 

I was hired in 1970 as a reading specialist. 
It was my assignment to visit four or five 
schools a week to offer my services. Some of 
the things I saw were little inequities, such 
as children never seeing chocolate milk or 
ice cream in their cafeterias. (Later on when 
white children arrived at some of these 
schools, the chocolate milk and ice cream 
did, too.) 

More profound discrepancies were observed 
in the ways resources were supplied to the 
schools. A lack of materials and a surfeit 
of out-of-date textbooks were often in evi
dence in the poorer neighborhood schools. 
Sometimes the attitudes of individual teach
ers were not tolerant .... 

I remember my feeling of shock and help
lessness shortly after arriving in 1972 at my 
present school. I found that 75 per cent of 
the school was reading two or more years 
below grade level. How could one reading 
teacher ever begin to help two or three hun
dred children with individual and specific 
needs so severe? 

Shortly afterward, the order to desegre
gate came. A great many of those children 
needing crucial help were bused out to more 
prosperous neighborhood schools. A large 

number of children from those schools came 
to ours. A strange mixture of white and 
black adult liberals suddenly joined hands 
to try to make this important changeover 
work. Perhaps 10 or 15 persons came to me, 
volunteering to work without pay, helping 
children learn to read. . . . 

It is not a Utopia. We have little frictions 
and sometimes fights on the playground. But 
we also have children making friends and 
children acquiring knowledge of each other's 
culture. Most significant to me, we have a 
larger part of the school population reading 
on grade level. The children who were the 
farthest behind have caught up by one, two 
and sometimes three grade levels within 
little more th.an a year's time. This is ex
citing! 

Was busing worth it? I have only to, look 
at two of my sixth grade student volunteer 
reading tutors in order to know. Michael is 
black. Cathy is white. Both sets of parents 
have helped as volunteer aides and tutors 
during the changeover. 

Before the January order, Michael was a 
fifth grader reading on a 3.2 level. This year 
he is on a sixth grade level in reading. Mi
chael and Cathy and I have many rap ses
sions together. After watching "The Auto
biography of Miss Jane Pittman," we talked 
about it. 

Cathy's eyes grew wide with shock and 
sadness. "I never knew white people had 
treated black people in that way," she said. 
Her friend Michael made the evils of past 
humanity more real and more unjust than 
a thousand abstract lectures could have. 

As an adult I am learning, too. Being a 
WASP from a tiny Pennsylvania town where 
seeing a black American is a rarity has made 
me dig deeply into my own set of prejudices 
and lack of them to "know where I am at." 
, It is partly because the busing forced us to 
be together that we are together, learning 
compassion and coming to understand each 
other's values. 

CREDIT NEEDS OF FARMERS AND 
RANCHERS 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Eco
nomic Research Service of the Depart
ment of Agriculture has predicted that 
the credit needs of America's farmers 
and ranchers will double between 1970 
and 1980-from $10 billion annually to 
$20 billion. 

Ways and means of providing this ad
ditional capital has been of great con
cern to myself and other members of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
Amendments to the Farmers Home Ad
ministration Act in 1972 and 1973 in
creased the amount of money that 
agency could lend to a single customer. 
Because of the in:fiation in the ensuing 
period, these limits are already obso
lete, and :;: intend to support legislation 
now before Congress to double the cur
rent farm ownership and farm operating 
loan limits of FHA. 

I would add, however, that many pri
vate commercial banks and the member 
associations of the farm credit system 
are doing everything they can to help 
meet this ever-increasing credit need of 
farmers and ranchers. 

The Omaha National Bank has been 
a prime agricultural lender for many 
years and has just increased this effort 
through the formation of an agricultural 
credit subsidiary which will attempt to 
tap the major money markets for funds. 

A very interesting article on this new 
program and its initiator, Morris F. Mil-
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ler, chairman of the Omaha National 
Bank, appeared in the June 2 edition of 
the New York Times. I ask unanimous 
consent that that article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
INNOVATIVE OMAHA BANKER: HE TAPS THE 

EAST'S FUNDS FOR BENEFIT OF FARMERS 

(By H. J. Maidenberg) 
If necessity and capital are the parents 

of invention, Morris Folsom Miller must be 
one of the most innovative matchmakers to 
ply Wall Street in many a year. 

Mr. Miller, chairman of the Omaha Na
tional Corporation and its chief subsidiary, 
the Omaha National Bank, recently helped 
introduce an unusual method of marketing 
commercial paper-that is, businessmen's 
I.O.U.'s. 

These businessmen are ranchers and farm
ers, and their needs for credit have never 
been greater. But the Wall Street money 
inarket is unsettled, and the traditional gulf 
between Eastern bankers and the nation's 
largest industry-agriculture-yawns as wide 
as ever. 

The Omaha National Bank finds the prob
lem particularly vexing. Although it is the 
largest bank in its region, it ranks 187th 
among the nation's commercial banks, it is 
hard pressed to provide financing to ranchers 
and farmers. 

"We can't make any loan for more than 
$4-million," Mr. Miller explained at break
fast in New York the other day. "With both 
record plantings and the distressed cattle 
market putting pressure on us, we had to 
find a way into outside money markets." 

The way seems simple, in retrospect. 
Omaha National formed a subsidiary, the 
Ag-Co Corporation, which began operations 
late in May. Ag-Co's plan is to make loans 
to farmers and ranchers, put up 25 per cent 
of the money and turn over the rest of the 
loan (commercial paper) to Blyth Eastman 
Dillon & Co., Inc., the big Wall Street in
vestment banking house. 

To make the commercial paper attractive 
to investors, the Aetna Casualty and Surety 
Company insures the loans against default. 
Bly;th Eastman Dillon ·then markets ·the 
paper, with the Morgan Guaranrty Trust 
Company acting as paying agent and doing 
the paperwork. 

For investors, it is the first time that in
sured commercial paper backed by "prime 
names" has become available. Such invest
ment instruments mature in about siX 
months and carry interst rates 1.5 or 2 per 
cent above the prime rate. 

"Initially, most of the paper wlll represent 
loans to the hard-pressed cattle feeders who 
are losing about $150 on every animal they 
sell today," Mr. Miller said in his direct man
ner. 

Reeling off figures without hesitation, the 
J>5-year-old Omaha banker described the 
plight of the cattle feeders. 

"On one hand," he said, "it takes eight 
pounds of feed to produce a pound of beef, 
and grain prices are still high. On the other 
hand, consumers can't afford or won't buy 
"S.S much beef as they did a few years ago." 

Cattle feeders have become caught between 
"their own progress and the public's growing 
concern over the environment. Unlike many 
breeders, who have the pastures needed to 
feed calves, the feeders pack 100 to 150 calves 
and yearlings onto each acre. 

Not only do their feedlots lack grass, Mr. 
Miller pointed out, but also the problem of 
disposing of animal waste aggravates the cost 
of expensive feedstuffs. 

"The feedlots have moved closer to the 
markets, usually expanding urban centers," 
be said, "and the people there don't want 
-that waste polluting their waterways and 
lands. 
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"This also means that expansion is of.ten 
out of the question. And let's remember that 
75 percent of our beef production today 
comes from feedlots." 

It was a far different situation 20 years ago 
when Americans began consuming more beef 
than pork and the relatively new type of 
feedlot operator began thriving on cheap 
subsidized grain and plenty of available acre
age. 

Although the livestock industry is rapid
ly becoming integrated (horizontally and 
vertically) into huge companies, their names 
remain largely unknown to Eastern money 
managers. 

"Besides," the chairman of the Omaha Na
tional Bank continued, "most big banks fa
vor customers who generate deposit flows 
such as retailers, manufacturers and the like. 
Feedlot operators don't generate this kind of 
interest-free deposits." 

Mr. Miller ought to know. He was born in 
Omaha, the center of the nation's beef in
dustry, and he was the son of an owner of a 
grain milling company that was sold 21 years 
ago to the Kellogg Company, the cereal pro
ducer. 

"As long as people eat every day," he said 
over his fried eggs and sausages at the New 
York Athletic Club, "our town will have a 
stable economy. But we do have problems in 
finding work for those people in the packing 
houses. The decentralization of packing firms 
has reduced that employment sector." 

Mr. Miller's home town, Omaha, is never
theless a prosperous city of 350,000 within a 
metropolitan area of 550,000. With the move
ment of packing houses closer to urban mar
kets, the Western Electric Company and the 
Union Pacific Corporation have become the 
city's major employers, he said. 

"We still have fine schools; I mean public 
schools and all my family has gone to them." 

After attending Omaha public schools, he 
earned his Bachelor of Arts degree in business 
administration at the University of MJchigan 
in 1940. Soon after Pearl Harbor, Mr. Miller 
entered the Army Air Corps. He spent 39 
months in the Far East, rising to the rank 
of major. 

Upon his discharge, he joined a small bank 
as a bookkeeper. Within a year he switched 
to another small-town bank as a teller, a 
position he held five years. 

"It all began to happen in 1951," he re
called. In that year he moved baclr to Omaha 
and joined the bank he now heads as assist
ant cashier. He married a doctor's daughter 
a year later and was soon recalled to active 
service in the Korean War. He emerged as a 
reserve colonel. 

Since then he has quickly moved up 
Omaha Nat1onal's organizational ladder. He 
was named a director in 1958, vice president 
in 1962, president in 1969 and a chairman a 
few months later. 

One former mentor at Omaha National 
who has long known Mr. Miller observed 
recently: "Moe is a serious banker. I don't 
care what sports he says he plays, he is and 
has always been a no-nonsense banker." 

But there is another side of Mr. Miller. On 
June 8, he will receive a medal from the 
Israeli Government for his efforts over the 
years to both a.id that nation and relations 
between Omaha's Christian and Jewish 
communities. 

A present officer of the bank commented: 
"Moe won't slap you on the back, and he 
won't stab you in the back. Besides his wife 
and three children- I don't think anything 
counts with Moe but the bank. All I can 
add is that his golf is mediocre, his politics 
is Nebraska Republican and his faith is in 
America." 

Asked to comment on that estimation, Mr. 
Miller replied that he also had faith in the 
nation's agricultural strength and ability to 
serve as an international breadbasket, 
adding: 

"Oh, I suppose we won't be eating as much 
beef in the future as we have in the past 

because of the growing demand for grain as 
human food. Another factor is that beef 
doesn't keep as well as pork, which can be 
smoked, or poultry and fish, which can be 
frozen for long periods." 

While many packing houses are expand
ing into the production and finishing of live
stock, the Omaha banker does not expect any 
General Motors to develop in agriculture. 
For one thing, Midwest and Far West farmers 
and ranchers have traditionally fought 
against large interest controlling water rights. 
And available water, rather than capital, de
termines the size of farms and ranches. 

"Our part of the country has also had 
strong prejudices against bigness in any 
form," Mr. Miller observed. "So we may see 
the old system returning to the beef indus
try." 

The old system was one in which farmers 
used some of their autumn harvest earnings 
to buy calves or yearlings, fed them on the 
grain put aside for that purpose and then 
marketed the mature animals in late spring. 
The farmer-feeder also had enough land to 
accommodate animal waste without disturb
ing his community's ecology. 

However, the old system will not lessen the 
farmer's demands for credit, for as prices 
rise for crops, equipment and land, so does 
the need for financing increase. 

Mr. Miller said that banks only provide 
some 35 per cent of the farmer and rancher 
financing today. "The rest comes from the 
credits extended by seed, equipment, fertil
izer and other 'input' providers the farmer 
deals with, or the various Federal agricul
tural lending agencies." 

Omaha National would like to expand its 
agricultural lending, which now accounts for 
a third of the bank's loan portfolio of some 
$340-millioii. 

"But that would require branching and 
most Midwest states, including Nebraska, do 
not permit branching. It's part of the fear 
or dislike of bigness," Mr. Miller said. 

"As to more immediate things, I'm going 
back to Omaha, pick the family up and fly 
out to our little place in Wyoming for a week 
of trout fishing. Now there is this trout 
stream just a few feet from our door out 
there .... " 

THE BIG FARM LENDERS 

[In millions of dollars, as of June 30, 1973) 

Bank of America, San Francisco _______ _ 
Security Pacific National Bank, Los Angeles __________________________ _ 
Valley National Bank, Phoenix _________ _ 
Crocker National Bank, San Francisco __ _ 
United California Bank, Los Angeles ___ _ 
Wells Fargo Bank, San Francisco _______ _ 
Omaha National Bank, Omaha _________ _ 
Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle ____ _ 
Idaho First National Bank, Boise ______ _ 
First National Bank, Portland, Oreg ____ _ 
First National Bank, Phoenix __________ _ 
First National Bank, Chicago __________ _ 
U.S. National Bank, San Diego, Calif.I __ _ 
National Bank of Commerce, Seattle ___ _ 
Chase Manhattan Bank, New York _____ _ 

Total 
agricul-

tural Total 
loans deposits 

$717. 1 $36, 861. 7 

269. 5 11, 304. 7 
204. 3 2, 249. 0 
136. 5 6, 532. 1 
127. 8 6, 386. 4 
121. 8 8, 317.1 
106. 4 419. 8 
103. 7 2, 625. 6 
88. 3 688. 5 
71. 9 2, 106.1 
69. 5 1, 492. 8 
67. 9 10, 725. 5 
67. 1 933. 9 
60. 6 l, 687. 6 
57. 0 26, 175. 8 

i Bank insolvent Oct. 18, 1973. Assets and liabilities taken 
over by Crocker National Bank. 

Source: Compiled by American Banker. 

DELAWARE STATE JAYCEES CAM
PAIGN TO REDUCE ALCOHOLISM 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the enact

ment of the Alcohol Prevention, Treat
ment, and Rehabilitation Act, which I 
cosponsored, recognizes the magnitude of 
alcoholism as a major health problem. 
Although passage of this legislation is a 
major landmark in the fight to eliminate 
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alcoholism, it is only a beginning. There 
is still a great deal of work to be done. 

Once again, Delaware is taking a lead 
in the battle to stamp out this insidious 
disease. The Delaware State Jaycees 
have launched a media campaign to call 
attention to this health problem, and to 
the fact that there are 9 million al
coholics in the United States. Further, 
the Delaware State Jaycees have joined 
their national organization in sponsor
ing ''Operation Threshold," a program 
which is aimed at reducing alcoholism. 

Mr. President, I commend the Del~
ware State Jaycees for their fine wor~ m 
fostering public awareness of alcoholls?1 
and the need to prevent it and treat it. 
I ask unanimous consent that a resolu
tion, introduced in the Delaware Gen
eral Assembly by State Representative 
Hudson E. Gruwell, which commends tI:ie 
Delaware State Jaycees, be printed m 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

To call to the attention of all of the people 
of Delaware the excellent work being done 
by the Delaware State Jaycees in the cam
paign to reduce alcoholism 
Whereas, despite the services of hospitals, 

detoxification centers and medical science 
generally there is a continuing growth of al
coholism in the United States; and 

Whereas, alcoholism is considered the most 
insidious drug-related disease; and 

Whereas, the Delaware State Jaycees are 
calling attention to this mentally, physically 
a.nd emotionally-crippling disease with a 
series of commercials used by WDOV, Dover 
radio station, and oth~r radio stations; and 

Whereas, this commercial states that there 
are nine milllon alcoholics in the United 
states, that alcoholism is the number-one 
health problem, that fifty percent of tra.flic 
fatalities are alcohol-related, and that 450,-
000 alcoholics in the United States are be
tween the ages of nine and twelve; and 

Whereas, the Delaware State Jaycees have 
joined their national organization in spon
soring Operation Threshold which seeks to 
reduce alcoholism. 

Now therefore, be it resolved that the 
House of Representatives of the General As
sembly of Delaware, the Senate concurring 
therein, wishes to commend most sincerely 
the campaign of the Delaware State Jaycees 
and especially the excellently-prepared com
mercial used by Radio Station WDOV and 
other media outlets in the drive to reduce 
alcoholism. 

Be it further resolved that the General 
Assembly o! the State o! Delaware by this 
joint resolution expresses the wish that this 
campaign to reduce this insidious disease be 
continued not only by the Delaware State 
Jaycees but by all of the public and private 
agencies now engaged in this work. 

Be it further resolved that copies of this 
joint resolution be conveyed to each member 
of the Delaware Congressional Delegation 
for their consideration and cooperation. 

SENATOR RANDOLPH COMMENDS 
THE WEST VIRGINIA MOUN
TAINEERS FOR RURAL PROGRESS 
COUNCIL FOR SUPERIOR SERV
ICE AWARD IN RURAL COM
MUNITY DEVELOPMENT; CITES 
COOPERATION BY ALL LEVELS OF 
GOVERNMENT 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 

May 16 at the Department of Agricul-

ture's 28th annual honor awards cere
mony in Washington the only recipient 
of the Superior Service Award for Rural 
Community Development was the West 
Virginia Mountaineers for Rural Prog
ress Council. This is a statewide orga
nization based in Morgantown. This 
well-deserved award is the culmination 
of diligent efforts and effective plan
ning. The Department of Agriculture 
cited the council-

For significant achievement in obtaining 
Federal, State, and County agency coopera
tion in rural development efforts; and for 
creating awareness and motivating loc.al citi
zens, groups, and organizations into a total 
rural development program. 

The West Virginia Mountaineers for 
Rural Progress Council-MRP-is the 
fourth State organization to receive the 
Superior Service Award for Rural Com
munity Development. 

The MRP and its county committees 
provide collective leadership through 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
organizations to encourage local partic
ipation in achieving various rural pro
gram objectives. The West Virginia MRP 
Council stresses interagency cooperation 
and full resource commitment. 

Four years ago West Virginia's Rural 
Development Committee-with its theme 
"Mountaineers for Rural Progress"
determined that rural progress in West 
Virginia could not be effective without a 
combined and coordinated Federal, 
State, and local effort to improve our 
State's social and economic develop
ment. The MRP stressed that greater 
progress can be achieved through maxi
mum utilization of existing resources 
and a constant endeavor to eliminate 
duplication of programs already being 
undertaken by other agencies. 

Through this unique organizational 
framework and communications system, 
rural development in West Virginia has 
made significant gains. The council co
ordinates rural · development activities, 
reviews the monthly reports of the coun
ty MRP committees, and monitors the 
progress of various programs. 

The Mountaineers for Rural Progress 
nomination report states: 

For the first time in West Virginia history, 
Federal, State, and County Agencies, along 
with local groups, .are meeting together and 
accomplishing rural progress that no one 
agency oould achieve alone. 

Mr. President, having sponsored the 
Appalachian Regional Development Act 
and the Public Works and Economic De
velopment Act, I am intensely aware of 
the neeed for the role being exercised by 
Mountaineers for Rural Progress. Prac
tical realities of limited funding and re
sources demand that we approach social 
and economic development on a regional 
basis to the maximum extent possible. 

To help achieve its objectives, MRP has 
formed 10 State committees comprised of 
leaders in business, industry, education, 
and local and State government. These 
committees are waste disposal; environ
mental improvement and rural beauti
fication; agriculture; land use develop
ment; forestry; econ-environment; en
vironmental education; vocational, tech
nical and adult education; water recrea
tion; and wildlife resources. 

These committees are working toward 
a comprehensive approach to solve criti
cal State problems. These efforts include 
the initiation of new vocational educa
tion programs, a statewide land-use con
ference, material recycling workshops, 
and county recreation plans. The county 
MRP committees can provide increas
ingly greater assistance in the planning 
of such vital facilities as sewage treat
ment and water systems. 

It was my privilege to meeet with many 
of the members of the Mountaineers for 
Rural Progress State Council following 
the agriculture awards ceremony. Those 
able to attend the ceremonies were: J. 
Kenton Lambert, Director, Farmers 
Home Administration; James S. Bennett, 
State conservationist, Soil Conservation 
Service and former chairman of the MRP 
State Council; Gus R. Douglass, Commis
sioner, State Department of Agriculture; 
Edward H. Post, executive secretary, 
State Department of Highways, repre
senting William S. Ritchie, Jr., Commis
sioner, Department of Highways; H. G. 
Woodrum, Department of Natural Re
sources, representing Ira S. Latimer, Jr., 
director, Department of Natural Re
sources; Carl S. Thomas, Bureau of Voca
tional, Technical, and Adult Education, 
representing Daniel B. Taylor, State 
superintendent of schools; Ronald L. 
Stump, director, Cooperative Extension 
Service; George Heidrich, president, 
West Virginia District Supervisors Asso
ciation; Alfred Troutt, forest supervisor, 
Monongahela National Forest; William 
B. Bridgforth, field representative, Rural 
Electrical Administration; Dr. George 
W. Hess, USDA Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service; Dr. B. L. Coffi.ndaffer, 
president, Bluefield and Concord State 
Colleges, and former chairman of the 
Mountaineers for Rural Progress State 
Council; and Kermit R. Zinn, State exec
utive director, Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Service, and presently 
the chairman of the MRP St.ate Council. 

Other members of the State council 
include Betty Dean, executive director, 
West Virginia Council of Towns and 
Cities; Orus L. Bennett, research soil 
scientist, Agricultural Research Services; 
John D. Hurd, executive secretary, West 
Virginia State Chamber of Commerce; 
Carl L. Bradford, director, Office of Fed
eral-State Relations; Dr. N. H. Dyer, di
rector, West Virginia State Department 
of Health; William W. Myers, president, 
West Virginia Banker's Association; 
Donald L. Fogus, executive secretary. 
West Virginia Forests, Inc.; Dr. Homer 
Evans, acting dean, West Virginia Uni
versity College of Agriculture; Richard 
Shelton, executive director, West Vir
ginia Association of County O:fHcials; and 
James White, president, West Virginia 
Homebuilders' Association. 

Mr. President, I commend the mem
bers of the State council and the many 
citizens and Government officials re
sponsible for this award. West Virginia 
Mountaineers for Rural Progress Coun
cil is a splendid example of cooperation 
by all levels of government in the de
velopment of programs and projects that 
best respond to the needs of rural Amer
icans, particularly through the active 



June 3, 1974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 17295 
participation by citizens at the grass
roots level. 

EXIMBANK ENERGY LOANS 
Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I 

would like to call to the attention of my 
colleagues an article which appeared in 
the Washington Star-News May 31, en
titled "Ex-Im Oil Loans Drawing Fire." 

This article details the shocking 
shortages of oil drilling equipment and 
production machinery which have been 
created in this country by Eximbank 
subsidies of overseas operations. 

Since last June, according to the arti
cle, the Eximbank has financed the ex
Port overseas of $460 million of explora
tion, production, transport, and refinery 
material, at 6-percent and 7-percent in
terest--while the prime rate today in 
this country is 11 % percent. In this sit
uation, no businessman in his right 
mind would focus his energy develop
ment efforts in this country; if this na
tional policy has a name, it should be 
"Total Energy Dependence---1980." 

I have introduced S. 3229, to absolute
ly prohibit Eximbank participation in 
the proposed multibillion dollar Sibe
rian energy development project. This 
article makes clear that in addition to 
enacting S. 3229, we must reconsider 
the entire issue of Eximbank financing 
of foreign energy projects. I ask unan
imous consent that the article be printed 
in full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Star-News, 
Ma.y 31, 1974] 

Ex-IM OIL LOANS DRAWING FIRE 
(By John Holusha.) 

Independent oil producers a.re complain
ing bitterly that the nation's Project In
dependence is being undermined by low
cost government-backed loans for the export 
of dri111ng and refining equipment despite 
shortage at home. 

"This is nonsense," one independent 
promoter snorted. "Here we have this pro
gram that's supposed to make us self-suffi
cient (in energy) but the Export-Import 
Bank is giving long-term credits at 7 per
cent ito export a :flood of pipe and equipment. 

"Even 1f I could get it, I'd have to pay 
prime rate." The prime bank lending rate ts 
now at a record 11 % percent. 

A search of Ex-Im Bank records shows that 
since last June the bank has made available 
more than $200 m1111on to finance the export 
of some $460 m1111on of exploratory, produc· 
tion, transport and refinery materials. 

Interestingly, some $340 mill1on of this has 
been agreed to since the October Arab all 
embargo. 

Some of the :fl.nancing arrangements in
clude: Slightly over $6 m111ion for an offshore 
drllling rig to be used in the Arab emirate 
of Abu Dhabi. Abu Dhabi is a member of 
OPEC, the organization that coordinated the 
cutoff of oil shipments to the United States. 

Credits up to $100 m1111on to build an oil 
pipeltne from the Gulf of Suez to Alexandria, 
Egypt. The line wm be owned 50 percent of 
Egypt, With the remainder shared by Saudi 
Arabia, Kuwait, Abu Dhabi and Qatar-all 
OPEC members. 

$4 mill1on for drilling rigs to be used 
by a subsidiary of Ashland Oil Co. in Nigeria. 

$49.6 million for desulfurtzation equip
ment at a re:fl.nery in the Ba.ha.ma islands. 

The plant is owned by Standard Oil of Cali
fornia and New England Petroleum Corp. 

Most of these loans were ma.de at a. 6 per
cent interest rate, since the increase to 7 
percent did not come until February. Ex
Im Bank usually advances 45 percent of the 
cost of the equipment to be exported, with a 
commercial bank advancing a similar amount 
and the buyer putting 10 percent down. Ex
Im will guai:a.ntee the bank loan in some 
cases. 

Although Ex-Im does not receive a regular 
appropriation from the government, its loans 
are backed by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. Moreover, it was initially cap-
1ta.11zed by $1 b1111on from the U.S. Treasury. 

There is little question that there is a 
shortage of oil exploration and production 
machinery in the United States. The recent 
tripling of the price of crude oil has touched 
off a wildcatters' boom. 

J. A. Mull of Mull Drllling Co. in Wichita, 
Kan. is a typical explorer. 

"I've got 40 locations, including offsets, I 
could be drilling now. But I've only got two 
rigs and three strings of casing (the pipe used 
to line the drllled shaft). It's so bad that 
we're pulling secondhand casing out of wells 
in Louisiana that are 35 years old." 

other bottlenecks a.re in drilling pipe ("I've 
been promised only two strings this quarter") 
and the rigs themselves. ("They said 18 to 
24 months was the best delivery they could 
promise.") 

"And, hell, there isn't a pumping unit in 
the country," he adds. 

An aide to the Senate Interior Committee, 
which has looked into domestic production 
problems, concurs on the shortage. 

"Part of the problem of course, is that 
anybody who can string two pipes together 
is out in his back ya.rd trying to punch 
holes," he said. 

But another factor is links between the 
major oil companies and equipment pro
ducers and lenders, he adds. "We hear stories 
of equipment heading down toward the Gulf. 
Instead of turning up in the production fields 
it heads toward the port of Houston and 
Galveston." 

"There ls also the issue of whether it is 
better to use, say, four rigs on 10,000 ba.rrel
a-day wells in the United States or send them 
to four different countries overseas for 50,000-
ba.rrel wells." 

The problem of resource allocation, the 
aide says, "ls terribly complex." 

The attitude at the Federal Energy omce 
is similarly divided. A middle-level omctal 
said the Ex-Im Bank notifies the FEO of 
prospective loans for export of petroleum 
gear. "If it's on the critical list, we tell them 
we'd rather they didn't :fl.na.nce it." 

Does the comment have any impact? "I 
don't know, we don't follow up." 

At the poltcy-making level, the tone 1s 
somewhat different. 

The independents have "legitimate com
plaint" when they see badly needed equip
ment go overseas With the help of the Ex-Im 
Bank, an aide to policy chief Duke Ligon 
concedes. 

But the FEO feels "our focus can't be so 
narrow that we concentrate solely on U.S. 
production. We can't afford to ignore world 
supply and the effects on countries like 
Japan." 

Ex-Im Chairman William J. Casey, a former 
under secretary of state for economic affairs, 
sees the issue in terms of payments balances 
and the competitive position of American 
industry. 

"In some types of equipment we have an 
advantage. If we step out of those markets 
now, we'd be inviting other countries to step 
in," he said. 

Casey said it could be "counterproductive" 
to sacrifice these markets now and be frozen 
out of them in a few yea.rs when production 

of drllllng and refining machinery has caught 
up to demand. 

Since the oil companies claim they need 
large profits to finance exploration, why give 
them low-cost loans? Casey was asking. 

"Well, we could sit here and say use your 
own money," Casey said. "But other countries 
like Britain; France and Japan support their 
industries more than we do. Other countries 
make 5 percent money available." 

Casey added that the bank has "been going 
slow" in financing the export of materials in 
short supply. 

The FEO aide admitted there is somewhat 
of a confilct between the goal of U.S. self
suffi.ciency and Ex-Im's role of bolstering pay
ments surpluses through exports. 

"Up untn now, as you know, we've been 
too busy putting the fire out. 

"Now we're trying to create some unity of 
approach. We've got to come up with some 
long-range policies to eliminate the bottle
necks." 

HOUSING 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, in a state

ment adopted by its executive council, 
the AFL-CIO deplored heavy inflation 
pricing American families out of the 
housing market and lack of legislation 
for the poor who are relying on the Fed
eral Government for assistance. The ex
ecutive council also suggests solutions 
for the crisis which are sound and viable: 

We urge that special .assistance programs 
be dramatically expanded, and that direct 
loans to low- and moderate-income famllies 
be ma.de. We urge the Administration to 
accept the principle of additional funding 
for subsidized housing programs, for new 
public housing construction, and for rural 
housing needs. 

Housing as an issue can no longer be 
equated with the inability of the low- and 
moderate-income family to survive with
out Federal assistance because it repre
sents a social and economic complex of 
considerations to all Americans. The 
AFL-CIO statement lets Congress know 
that the public is aware of measures 
which actually shortchange them, and 
that Americans are concerned about 
those inadequacies. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
AFL-CIO statement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE 

COUNCIL ON HOUSING 
Ea.ch day as mortgage interest rates climb 

higher (they have passed 9% With no end 
in sight), additional thousands of American 
familles are being shut off from homeowner
ship and from decent rental housing. 

By customary standards, including those 
of lenders, a family should not have to pay 
more than 25 % of its income for housing. 
With current housing costs, and particularly 
the astronomic costs of mortgage interest 
rates, fammes earning $15,000 a year or less 
cannot afford the monthly costs of buying an 
average-priced home, with principal and in
terest payments, real estate taxes, utilities 
and hazard insurance. 

Some 70% of America's households have 
an annual income less than $15,000. Their 
1na.b1lity to buy housing ls the key to the 
disastrous drop in home bulldlng. 

In the :first quarter of 1974, a reduction 
in housing construction was a major factor 
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1n the drop in the Gross National Product. 
President Nixon continues to proclaim his 
"hope" that increased housing production 
wm play an important role in "upturn" in 
the economy he predicts, but his one decisive 
action in the housing area was to suspend 
Federally subsidized housing programs. 

The Federal Government has made only 
feeble and ineffectual efforts, in response to 
this housing crisis, despite the role that hous
ing plays in the country's economic health. 
Arthur F. Burns, chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, has admitted that present 
monetary policies will be destructive to the 
housing industry. This ls not an adequate 
response by the Federal Government to the 
problems of low and moderate income fami
lies or to the sad state of the housing 
industry. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council once 
again calls upon the Administration to take 
prompt action under precedents firmly es
tablished. We urge that special assistance 
programs be dramatically expanded, and that 
direct loans to low and moderate income 
families be made. We urge the Administration 
to accept the principle of additional funding 
for subsidized housing programs, for new 
public housing construction, and for rural 
housing needs. 

Nothing short of such major and immedi
ate efforts can restore health to the low and 
moderate income housing market, to the 
housing ind us try and to the total economy. 

NIXON TRIP TO MIDDLE EAST 
UNNECESSARY 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I applaud 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's 
month-long efforts in negotiating a dis
engagement agreement between Israel 
and Syria. This is a singular accomplish
ment which I fully support. 

The proposed follow-up trip to the 
Middle East by President Nixon, how
ever, is unnecessary. I do not see what 
benefit such a tour would be except for 
the President himself. As noted historian 
and political commentator Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr. pointed out in his excel
lent article in last Friday's Wall Street 
Journal, Nixon's "magical mystery tours 
must be regarded as part not of the de
fense policy of the United States but of 
his own defense policy against impeach
ment." 

I ask unanimous consent that Profes
sor Schlesinger's contribution to the 
Wall Street Journal's editorial page be 
printed here in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 31, 1974) 

MR. NIXON'S MAGICAL MYSTERY TOURS 

(By Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.) 
President Nixon has often claimed that 

foreign policy is his strongest suit. In his 
moment of extremity, he is evidently deter
mined to play that suit for all it is worth. 
His plan to visit the Middle East and the 
.Soviet Union while the House Judiciary 
Committee is weighing his fate therefore 
confronts Congress and the American peo
ple with grave and curious questions. 

The only possible justification for the pres
idential trips must be that through his phys
ical presence Mr. Nixon will win advantages 
for the United States that are not to be won 
otherwise. Congress is entitled to know what 
these advantages might be. They are cer
tainly not self-evident. In the Middle East 
Mr. Nixon would do no more than bless a 
settlement already worked out by Dr. Kis-

singer. In Moscow, if he tries to go beyond 
deals already completed, he would enter into 
negotiations from the unpromising situation 
of a President who, not being able to afford 
a failure, may be tempted to pay too high 
a price for an appearance of success. 

Until we are told what added benefits Mr. 
Nixon's personal touch wlll bring, his magical 
mystery tours must be regarded as part not 
of the defense policy of the United States 
but of his own defense policy against im
peachment. And if Congress, without ques
tion or objection; permits a President in 
almost unprecedented disrepute to wander 
about the world in a transparent effort to 
shore up a crumbling political position at 
home, it will quite deserve the contempt with 
which Mr. Nixon has been treating it. 

Mr. Nixon's current strategy is to present 
himself, as he did in his recent seance with 
James J. Kilpatrick, as America's indispen
sable man in world affairs. If his steady hand 
should ever leave the t1ller, this argument 
implies, American foreign policy wlll run 
around or crash into the rocks. The argu
ment hardly puts the man he recently chose 
as his Vice President in a flattering light. But 
then Mr. Nixon in the same interview indi
cated his opinion of Vice Presidents, espe
cially in connection with foreign policy. Mr. 
Kilpatrick asked him whether he had told 
his Vice President of 1971 about the diplo
matic opening to China. "Agnew?" Mr. Nixon 
replied in what Mr. Kilpatrick describes as 
an "incredulous" tone. "Agnew? Oh of course 
not." 

Mr. Nixon seems genuinely persuaded that 
no other American can deal as well with 
foreign leaders. In fact, many of the foreign 
leaders he has dealt with are in trouble too 
or are no longer around (England, France, 
West Germany, Israel, Egypt, Portugal, Can
ada, even perhaps Chou En-lai in China). 
And one wonders whether any realistic for
eign leader these days will not be embar
rassed by Mr. Nixon's drowning embrace 
and prefer to talk to an American President 
who commands a modicum of respect from 
his own people. · 

Nor, for that matter, does Mr. Nixon's 
argument for his personal indispensability 
cast a flattering light on his Secretary of 
State, who, there is every reason to suppose, 
would also be President Ford's Secretary of 
State. The White House story is that all Dr. 
Kissinger does is to execute Mr. Nixon's 
instructions. Without the guiding presiden
tial hand, we are given to understand, the 
Secretary of State would only make a mess 
of things. Thus presidential spokesmen 
claim that Dr. Kissinger's Middle East nego
tiations have been subject to Mr. Nixon's 
constant "direction"-though reporters 
covering the White House, as this news
paper disclosed last week, regard this as a 
fiction and resent it. 

WHO'S IN CHARGE? 

Is Mr. Nixon really in daily charge of for
eign affairs? Has he ever been? When he 
refused to meet last winter with the Senate 
Watergate Committee, Sen. Weicker of Con
necticut sent him a list of written questions. 
One question noted that Mr. Nixon had said 
he had been too busy with foreign affairs to 
find out about Watergate and the cover-up; 
"yet your daily logs for June and July 1972 
show literally hundreds of minutes for meet
ings with principal Watergate figures while 
only minutes were spent with individuals 
sucti as Dr. Kissinger." (Mr. Nixon did not 
respond to Sen. Weicker's observation.) The 
tapes have pretty well laid to rest the care
fully cultivated myth of Mr. Nixon as a 
forceful, well-organized, decisive executive. 
One imagines that he can be quite as ram
bling and deferential in discussing what to 
do about foreign affairs with Dr. Kissinger 
as he was in discussing what to do about 
Watergate with Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlich
man and Dean. 

No doubt the President has intervened 
personally from time to time, as in ordering 
the invasion of Cambodia in 1970 and the 
Christmas bombings of 1972, and in so doing 
may even have rejected the advice of Dr. 
Kissinger. But the main line of the Nixon 
foreign policy bears less the imprint of the 
pre-1969 Nixon than of the pre-1969 Kis
singer. The foreign policy of a Ford adminis
tration would doubtless bear the same im· 
print. 

Even supposing that American foreign 
policy might change under Mr. Ford, has 
it been so wise and effective under Mr. 
Nixon that the American people should 
sacrifice domestic values in order to insure 
its continuation? No one can doubt that as 
a negotiator Dr. Kissinger is an invaluable 
national resource. His work in the Middle 
East in recent months has been extraor
dinary. His ability to enter into the view
points of others, his instinct for areas where 
compromise might be possible, his penetrat
ing intelligence and imperturbable good 
cheer, his combination of tact, patience and 
sheer physical stamina-all these qualities 
make him one of the exceptional diplomatists 
of the century. 

Whether his conceptions are as impressive 
as his skills is another question. He sees the 
world essentially in terms of the political 
and military relations among the great pow
ers. He is everlastingly right, of course, in his 
view that national interest is far more deci
sive than ideology in shaping a great power's 
policy. This view made it easier for the 
United States to embark on relations with 
Peking. But that development was not in 
itself any great feat of diplomatic prestidigi
tation. By 1969 the Chinese leaders were 
desperate to break out of isolation and deter
mined to block the consolidation of a. Soviet
American combine against themselves. The 
Chinese connection was ripe for the plucking. 
It did, however, require maladroit diplomacy 
to pluck it ait such unnecessary cost for the 
United States in Japan and India. 

The besetting sin of the Nixon-Kissinger 
policy is that it expands far more concern 
on our enemies than on our friends, on 
dictatorships than on democracies. It is easier 
to deal With leaders who can deliver their 
countries than with leaders who must take 
account of a restless internal opinion. Dr. 
Kissinger's impatience with the democratic 
governments of Western Europe, for example, 
has hardly been concealed. He has even ques
tioned their legitimacy-a singular observa
tion by the representative of a government 
whose own legitimacy is in doubt. But this 
concern for enemies, for dictataorships, for 
political and strategic issues may obscure 
other factors on the world scene. In conse
quence of Dr. Kissinger's preoccupations, our 
foreign economic policy has been a shambles, 
our Latin American policy dismal, our 
African policy largely non-existent, our Eu
ropean policy a failure, our United Nations 
policy a scandal. 

THE TIMES' HEADLINE 

Even in the countries themselves, prefer
ence for authoritarian regimes will only 
cause trouble for the United States in the 
longer run. On May 6 The New York Times 
had an arresting headline: "Communist 
Party Emerges as Strongest in Portugal." 
Our policy in Portugal had been to give 
fervent support to an authoritarian govern
menit. That government, by representing its 
constitutional opponents, had predictably 
placed the opposition under the command of 
the Communists, who alone were proficient 
at underground organization and survival. 
Portugal may end up with a Communist gov
ernment 1n another year. It may be predicted 
that, so long as we pursue 1n Greece, Spain, 
Chile and elsewhere the same policy we pur
sued in Portugal, that policy will eventually 
produce the same result-and the same 
headline. 
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This policy, by tying the United States 

to detested local tyrannies, also intensifies 
American unpopularity among peoples 
struggling to get on the democratic path. 
Nor does the Nixon administration appar
ently find it easy to identify the United 
States with democratic developments. In 
the case of Portugal we kept our enthusi
asm for the overthrow of the dictatorship 
under stern control. On May 3, the Euro
pean Economic Community hailed the 
emergence of "a democratic Portugal." 
But the United States, so far as I have 
been able to discover, maintained a 
gloomy silence until May 22 when the 
American ambassador finally gave the new 
government a goodwill message from Presi
dent Nixon. 

The time may well be arriving for a 
reorientation of our foreign policy. Dr. Kis
singer's skills and preoccupations may 
have defined our international agenda long 
enough. He has done remarkable things, and 
he remains our best negotiator. We must 
build on his success in detente with the 
Soviet Union, in opening relations with 
China, in the stabilization of the Middle 
East. But we need more than ever to pay 
attention to the things Dr. Kissinger has 
ignored: to our democratic friends in Europe 
and our own hemisphere; to food, energy, 
trade, aid, the monetary system and other 
international economic problems; to the 
United Nations. 

In short, the preservation of President 
Nixon and his foreign policy is not necessar
ily what the United States most needs today. 
Even if it were, however, that should not be 
the overriding issue brought up by the move
ment for Mr. Nixon's impeachment. Profes
sor Hugh Trevor-Roper, the English histo
rian, has explained Watergate to his fellow 
countrymen by drawing a parallel between 
Watergate and Hampden's refusal to pay 
ship-money to Charles I. "No doubt, in the 
1630s,'' Mr. Trevor-Roper writes: "foreigners 
thought the English very foolish to make 
such a fuss about ship-money when a firm 
and unhampered English government might 
have been effective in Europe. But the Eng
lish thought first of their own liberties; and 
who shall say that they were wrong?" 

LEARNING THE METRIC SYSTEM 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the Senate 

recently passed the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act Amendments 
of 1974. I was pleased that this legisla
tion included a provision to prepare for 
the use of the metric system of measure
ment, because I believe that this dem
onstrates the foresight which is essen
tial for effective educational planning. 

Two decades ago this Nation was taken 
by surprise when the Soviets launched 
the Sputnik. What followed was a rapid 
shifting of educational priorities. There 
was an onslaught of new math programs, 
new science programs, and an urgency to 
catch up quickly. It was an educator's 
nightmare that would have delighted 
Thomas Henry Huxley and depressed 
Matthew Arnold. 

It would be easy to follow along this 
path once more-to pretend that the old 
traditions will prevail. But more logical 
minds "have begun to anticipate changes, 
and one of these changes must eventually 
be the move away from traditional Eng
lish measurement to the metric system 
of measurement. 

Were it not for this early indication 
that the transition will soon be upon us 
we might one day confront the bureau~ 
cratic decision that on Monday morning, 

July 1, 1983, all Americans will begin 
using the metric system of measure
ment--notwithstanding the fact that 
many have never heard of it. 

Instead, we have chosen a more en
lightened route. The Education Amend
ments of 1974 provide for grants to 
schools which are developing projects for 
education in the metric system of meas
urement. Moreover, the provision states 
that-

It is the policy o! the United States to 
encourage educational agencies and institu
tions to prepare students to use the metric 
system of measurement with ease and facility 
as a part of the regul·a.r education progira.m. 

There should be no element of sur
prise then as the United States gradually 
shifts from the English measurement 
system to the metric system. But more 
important than the element of surprise 
is the fact that not only did we see the 
change approaching, but we acted to 
prepare ourselves. 

Mr. President, I commend the Senate 
for its favorable support o:Z the metric 
education provision; although its inclu
sion in the education bill was not greeted 
with a burst of cannon, it is deserving of 
special recognition. 

For this reason, I am especially pleased 
that Delaware is once again in the van
guard of progress. On February 21, 1974, 
the Delaware State Board of Education 
adopted the Metric in Delaware Resolu
tion, which mandates the shift from the 
English measurement to the metric 
measurement system. A plan for im
plementation has been developed to 
achieve a smooth transition. 

Mr. President, l also wish to commend 
the board of education in Delaware for 
their foresight in this area, and I ask 
unanimous consent that a brochure pub
lished by the State department of pub
lic instruction, "Metric in Delaware," be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the brochure 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATE BOARD ADoPTS INTERNATIONAL METRIC 

SYSTEM OF MEASUREMENT 

The State Board of Education, at its Feb-
·ruary 21, 1974 meeting, passed a resolution 
that mandates a move from the traditional 
English system of measurement to the Inter
national Metric System of Measurement. 

The implementation plan has been de
veloped to make the move to metric as pain
less and eft'ortless as possible. Inservtce train
ing wlll indeed be a major requirement and 
the Department of Public Instruction is 
readying materials and obtaining ideas to 
get this program underway in the near fu
ture. Another important facet of the Metrtc 
in Delaware resolution is the selection of 
textbooks that use the International Metric 
System as the primary system of measure
ment. Text materials are expected to be re
placed in accordance with district schedules 
for textbook adoption. All text materials 
should have the International Metric System 
of Measurement as the primary measurement 
system by September, 1980. This includes 
texts used for all disciplines: economics, 
business, social studies, art, etc. 

Panic should not be a factor in hasty deci
sions about the metric system. There are 
many materials on the market to be eval
uated; one must decide what is wanted, and 
most importantly, what is needed. Teaching 
the metric system will be just like teaching 
the English system. Measurement skills are 
needed to be taught, and the International 

Metric System of Measurement wm make it 
easter. 
DOES THE METRIC SYSTEM GIVE YOU TROUBLE? 

You have been using a metrtc monetary sys-
tem for years 

1 Penny equals 1 "Centidollar." 
1 Dime equals 1 "Decldolla.r." 
1 Dollar equals 1 "Dollar." 
10 Dollars equal l "Dekadollar." 
100 Dollars equal 1 "Hectodollar." 
1000 Dollars equal 1 "Kilodollar." 
How many pennies in 1000 dollars? 
How many centimeters in a kilometer? 
What Do You Really Need to Teach Metric? 
There are a few additional materials that 

a teacher needs in her classroom in order to 
adequately teach the metric system of meas
urement to her students. This list is ne·ither 
minimum nor maximum but is what might 
be thought of as adequate. It is realized that 
much of this equipment can be shared among 
tea.chers so not every classroom needs to have 
all of this material all of the time. However, 
teachers must have access to the material. 
Remember, these materials are to be in addi
tion to materials for measurement already in 
the classroom. 

It must also be remembered that measure
ment is an activity-an experience-hence, 
activities which all students are expected to 
master in the fourth grade wm be exploratory 
activities in the first, second, and third 
grades. As a result, much of the material 
overlaps grade levels but this ls not to imply 
that objectives overlap or that students will 
be doing the same things year after year. 

Kindergarten 
Bathroom scales calibrated in metric. 
Meter sticks. 
Centimeter graph paper. 
Graduated liter pitcher. 
Centimeter cubes, interlocking. 

Grade one 
Bathroom scales calibrated in metric. 
Balance scales. 
Metric weights, 50 g to 200 g. 
Spring scale, metric. 
Meter sticks marked in centimeters and 

decimeters only. 
30 cc rulers marked in centimeters and 

decimeters only. 
Centimeter graph paper. 
Graduated beakers and pitchers. 
Thermometer calibrated in degree celsius. 
Centimeter cubes, interlocking. 

Grade two 
Spring scale, metric. 
Balance scale. 
Metric weights, 20 g to 200 g. 
Meter sticks marked in centimeters and 

decimeters only. 
30 cc rulers marked in centimeters and 

decimeters only. 
Centimeter graph paper. 
Centimeter cubes, interlocking. 
Graduated beakers and pitchers. 
Student calipers. 
10 meter tape measure. 
Thermometer calibrated in degree celsius. 

Grades three to six 
Spring scale, metric. 
Balance scale. 
Metric weights, 1 g to 500 g. 
Meter sticks with millimeter markings. 
30 cc rulers with millimeter marking. 
Metrio adhesive tape. 
Centimeter graph paper. 
Centimeter cubes, interlocking. 
Graduated beakers and pitchers. 
Liter cube, fillable. 
student calipers. 
10 meter tape measure. 
Metric trundle wheel. 
Thermometer calibrated in degree celsius. 

HOW HOT IS HOT? 

Prefixes are not commonly used with tem
perature measurements a.a they are with 
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those for weight, length, and volume. Tem
peratures in degrees Celsius, as in the famil
iar Fahrenheit system, can only be learned 
through experience. The following may help 
to orient you with regard to temperatures 
you normally encounter. 

0° c. Freezing point of water. 
10° c. A warm winter day. 
20° C. A mild spring day. 
30° C. Quite wa.rm--a.lmost hot. 
37° C. Normal body temperature. 
40° c. Heat wave conditions. 

100° c. Boiling point of water. 

THE FARMER IS NOT TO BLAME 
Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, we are 

all concerned about the monstrous rate 
of inflation that our country has been 
facing. The cost of living in the United 
States has increased by 10.2 percent in 
the past year and at an annual rate of 
12.1 percent in the past 3 months. 

Inflation rates this high are extremely 
unusual in American history. In fact, we 
would have to go back to 1951 to find 
anything similar to what we are now 
undergoing. 

Food prices have been a particular 
problem point. You can frequently put 
off buying a new car or a new suit of 
clothes. And for items like these there is 
likely to be a long time interval between 
purchases. But not so with food. FoOd 
items are bought every day and changes 
in price are highly visible with an im
mediate impact. 

The American housewife has a right 
to be outraged by high food prices. But 
I hope that she does not blame the farm
er. The farmer's share of the consumer's 
dollar continues to decline. Right now 
the farmer gets 42 cents of every con
sumer food dollar while the middleman 
gets 58 cents. 

Anybody who thinks that the farmer 
never had it so good simply has not 
been following the commodity markets 
very closely. Practically every Depart
ment of Agriculture index that you can 
name shows a decline in prices received 
by farmers and an increase in market
ing margins received by middlemen. 

For example, the index of agricultural 
prices for April 15 shows an overall 
decline of 6 percent. Wheat and rye 
prices dropped a whopping 18 percent, 
feed grain and hay declined 10 percent, 
as did poultry and eggs. Soybeans and 
flaxseed dropped 11 percent and meat 
animals, already low, declined 6 percent. 
The only major crop to show an increase 
was cotton. 

Soaring inflation must be brought un
der control, but it would be dead wrong 
to blame the American farmer. In fact, 
that farmer has helped keep down the 
cost of living for over 20 years by giving 
Americans the best food buys in the 
world. 

MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY'S 
RESOLUTION ON STATUS OF 
PANAMA CANAL 
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, on Friday, 

May 31, 1974, at a ceremony in Annapolis, 
Governor Mandel, State Senate Presi
dent James, and House Speaker Briscoe 
affixed their signatures to Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 34. This legislation, which 
passed both Houses of the Maryland Gen-

eral Assembly overwhelmingly, supports 
continued undiluted sovereignty and 
jurisdiction by the United States over the 
Canal Zone and the canal on the Isthmus 
of Panama. 

In recent months, I have become aware 
of the necessity for the Congress to stead
fastly maintain the present status of the 
canal and the Canal Zone. I believe con
tinued U.S. sovereignty best serves the 
commercial interests of all the nations of 
the world. Consequently, on March 29, 
1974, I joined with 34 of my colleagues in 
cosponsoring Senate Resolution 301. This 
resolution is similar to numerous resolu
tions which are pending in the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. President, I believe that the future 
status of the Panama Canal Zone and 
the modernization of the canal are im
portant policy matters which the Con
gress may be asked to grapple with in the 
not too distant future. Because approxi
mately 70 percent of the traffic through 
the canal either originates or terminates 
in the United States, the question of the 
future status of the Panama Canal could 
have great domestic as well as interna
tional implications. This is especially true 
in the coastal States with great seaports 
such as Baltimore. 

Unfortunately, the modernization of 
the canal has long been delayed, partly 
because of concern regarding the future 
status of the Canal Zone. It would seem 
unlikely that a major modernization 
project would be undertaken as long as 
the future status of the canal remains in 
doubt. 

I believe, Mr. President, that the do
mestic impact of the possible closing of 
the Panama Canal cannot be overlooked. 
This is especially true in light of the im
pact on world commerce and various na
tional economies which have occurred 
as a result of the periodic closings of the 
Suez Canal. If the Panama Canal were 
closed to American shipping, it would 
obviously complicate the transfer of mil
itary vessels from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific and vice-versa. But it would also 
have great impact on our domestic way 
of life. The American merchant marine, 
which is badly in need of modernization, 
would be placed under immense strain if 
it were required to transport cargo 
around the continent of South America. 
Cargoes would be reduced, fuel consump
tion would be increased, and the cost of 
transporting these cargoes would be sig
nificantly increased. Within the conti
nental United States, our trucking in
dustry and rail freight industries woUld 
be called upon to bear an additional bur
den. This would have a major impact on 
our environment, on highway congestion, 
and on domestic energy consumption. All 
of these factors could contribute to 
higher costs and thus aggravate the cur
rent inflation. 

Adm. John S. McCain, Jr., former 
Commander of American Forces in the 
Pacific and now president of the U.S. 
Strategic Institute, and Maj. Gen. 
Thomas A. Lane, editor-in-chief of the 
Strategic Review, the institute's quarterly 
publication, recently published an edi
torial entitled "The Problem in Panama." 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the Maryland State Sen
ate Joint Resolution No. 34 be printed in 

the RECORD at the conclusion of my re~ 
marks along with the editorial entitled 
"The Problem in Panama," the text of 
the statement presented before the 
Maryland State Senate Committee on 
Judicial Proceedings by Walter C. Boyer, 
deputy administrator of the Maryland 
Port Administration, and portions of the 
testimony presented during the same 
hearing by Franz O. Willenbucher, J. D., 
captain, U.S. Navy, retired. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

(Explanation: Capita.ls indicate matter 
added to existing law. [Brackets) indicate 
matter stricken from existing law. ([Double 
brackets]) indicate matter stricken out ot 
bill. Italic indicates amendments to bill.) 

Selia.te Joint Resolution No. 34: A Senate 
Joint Resolution concerning Panama Canal 
and Panama. Canal Zone for the purpose of 
supporting continued undiluted sovereignty 
of the United States and jurisdiction by the 
United States over the Panama. Canal and 
the Panama Canal Zone on the Isthmus of 
Panama. 

Whereas, United States diplomatic rep
resentatives a.re presently engaged in negoti
ations with representatives of the de facto 
Revolutionary government of Pana.ma, under 
a. declared purpose to surrender to Pana.ma, 
now or on some future date, U.S. sovereign 
rights and treaty obligations, as defined 
below, to maintain, operate, protect, and 
otherwise govern the United States-owned 
Canal and its protective frame of the Canal 
Zone, herein designated as the "Canal" and 
the "Zone," respectively, situated within the 
Isthmus of Pana.ma. 

Title to and ownership of the Cana.I Zone, 
under the right "in perpetuity" to exercise 
sovereign control thereof, were vested ab
solutely in the United States and recognized 
to have been so vested in certain solemnly 
ratified treaties by the United States with 
Great Brita.in, Pana.ma, and Colombia., to wit: 

(1) The Ha.y-Pauncefote Treaty of 1901 be
tween the United States and Great Brita.in, 
under which the United States adopted the 
principles of the Convention of Constantino
ple of 1888 as the rules for operation, regu
lation, and management of the Canal; and 

(2) The Hay-Buna.u-Varma Treaty of 1903 
between the Republic of Pana.ma- and the 
United States, by the terms of which the 
Republic of Pana.ma granted full sovereign 
rights, power, and authority in perpetuity to 
the United States over the Zone for the con
struction, maintenance, operation, sanita
tion, and protection of the Canal to the en• 
tire exclusion of the exercise by the Repub
lic of Panama of any such sovereign rights, 
power, or authority; and 

(3) The Thomson-Urrutia. Treaty of April 6, 
1914, proclaimed March 30, 1922, between the 
Republic of Colombia. and the United States, 
under which the Republic of Colombia. rec
ognized that title to the Canal and the 
Pana.ma Railroad is vested "entirely and ab
solutely" in the United States, which treaty 
granted important rights in the use of the 
Canal and Railroad to Colombia.. 

The United States, in addition to having 
acquired title to and ownership of the Canal 
Zone, purchased all privately owned land 
and property in the Zone, from individual 
owners, ma.king the Zone the most costly 
United States territorial possession. 

The United States since 1903 has continu
ously occupied and exercised sovereign con
trol over the Zone, constructed the Cana.I, 
and, since 1914, for a. period of 60 years, op
erated the Canal in a. highly emcient manner 
without interruption, under the terms of the 
above mentioned treaties, thereby honoring 
its obligations, at reasonable toll rates to 
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the ships of ~ll nations without discrimina
tion. 

From 1904 through June 30, 1971, the 
United States made a total investment in 
the Canal, including defense, at a cost to the 
taxpayers of the United States of over 
$5,695, 745,000. 

Under the terms of the 1903 treaty and the 
1936 and 1955 revisions thereof, Panama has 
been adequately compensated for the rights 
it granted to the United States, in such sig
nificantly beneficial manner that the com
pensation and correlated benefits have con
stituted the major portion of the economy 
of Panama, giving it the highest per capita 
income in all of Central America. 

The Canal is of vital and imperative im
portance to hemispheric defense and to the 
security of the United States and Panama. 

Approximately 70 percent of Canal traffic 
either originates or terminates in United 
States ports, making the continued operation 
of the Canal by the United States vital to its 
economy. 

The present negotiations and a recently 
disclosed statement of "principles of agree
ment" by our treaty negotiator, Ambassador 
Ellsworth Bunker, and Panamanian Foreign 
Minister Juan Tack, Panama treaty nego
tiator, constitute a clear and present danger 
to hemispheric security and the successful 
operation of the Canal by the United States 
under its treaty obligations. 

The present treaty negotiations ia.re being 
conducted by our diplomatic representatives 
under a cloak of unwarranted secrecy, thus 
withholding from our people and their repre
sentatives in Congress information vital to 
the security of the United States and its 
legitimate economic development. 

The United States House of Representa
tives, on Pebruary 2, 1960, adopted House 
Concurrent Resolution 459, 86th Congress, 
reaffirming the sovereignty of the United 
States over the Zone territory by the over
whelming vote of 382 to 12, thus demon
strating the firm determination of our peo. 
ple that the United States maintain its in
dispensable sovereignty and jurisdiction over 
the Canal and the Zone. 

Under Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of 
the United States Constitution, the power 
to dispose of territory or other property of 
the United States is specifically vested in the 
Congress, which includes the House of Repre
sentatives. 

The Panama Canal is essential to the de
fense and national security of the United 
States. It is of vital importance to the econ
omy and lnteroceanic commerce of the 
United States with the remainder of the free 
world. 

Valuable exports from the State of Mary. 
land and valuable imports to this State go 
through the Panama Canal to and from dis
tant reaches of the globe. 

Under the sovereign control of the United 
States, the Panama Canal has provided unin
terrupted peacetime transit to all na
tions [ [.]] ; now, therefore be tt 

[[The traditionally unstable nature of 
Panamanian politics and government poses 
an implicit threat to the security of the 
interests of the United States which for 
many years have been served by the Panama 
Canal. 

The Republic of Panama possesses neither 
the technical nor the managerial expertise 
effectively to operate and maintain the 
Panama Canal; and the Repulblic of Panama 
does not have the capabilities to meet the 
growing demands placed upon the Canal; 
now, therefore, be it]] 

RESOLVED BY THE GENERAL ASSEM
BLY OF MARYLAND, That: 

(1) The government of the United States 
should maintain and protect its sovereign 
rights and jurisdiction over the Panama 
Canal and Zone, and should in no way cede, 
dilute, forfeit, negotiate, or transfer any of 
these sovereign rights, power, authority, 

jurisdiction, territory, or property that are 
indispensably necessary for the protection 
and security of the United States and the 
entire Western Hemisphere; and 

(2) There be no relinquishment or sur
render of any presently vested United States 
sovereign right, power, authority, or properly, 
tangible or intangible, except by treaty au
thorized by the Congress and duly ratified by 
the United States; and 

( 3) · There be no recession to Panama, or 
other divestiture of any United States
owned property, tangible or intangible, with
out prior authorization by the Congress 
(House and Senate), as provided in Article 
IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the United States 
Constitution; and be it further 

Resolved, That the General Assembly of 
Maryland requests the Congress of the United 
states to reject any encroachment upon the 
sovereignty of the United States of Amer
ica over the Panama Cana.I and insists that 
the terms of the Hay-Bunau-Var111a Treaty 
of 1903 as subsequently amended be ad
hered to and retained; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State 
of Maryland, under the great Seal of this 
State, send copies of this Resolution to 
Richard M. Nixon, President of the United 
States; Gerald R. Ford, Vice-President of tP.e 
United States; Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary 
of State; Carl Albert, Speaker of the House; 
J. Wtlltam Fulbright, Chairman, Senate For
eign Relations Committee; and to each mem
ber of the Maryland Delegation to the Con
gress of the United States; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution 
be sent to the presiding officers of the legis
latures of the several states with request for 
similar action. 

THE PROBLEM IN PANAMA 

Ellsworth Bunker, so recently our esteemed 
Ambassador to the Republic of Vietnam, 
and presently in charge of negotiating an 
adjustment of treaty arrangements with the 
Republic of Panama, has announced the 
conclusion of a. broad negotiating agreement 
committing the United States t6 surrender 
its sovereign rights in the Canal Zone. The 
change would be made through the nego
tiation of new treaties for operation and 
defense of the Canal. 

The announcement was accompanied by 
sympathetic propaganda in the press, affect
ing to reassure our people that Canal Zone 
sovereignty ts a. relic of the colonial era. 
which affronts our neighbor, Panama, and 
must be relinquished to restore good rela
tions. We think such treatment is a serious 
disservice to an important question of policy. 

When the United States became interested 
tn building a canal at Panama, the isthmus 
was a disease-ridden jungle area in which 
a French company, in twenty years of effort 
and at a cost of 20,000 lives, had failed 
utterly to overcome the problems of sani
tation and engineering. In a. decade of great 
investment of money, energy and both medi
cal and engineering sk111s, the United States 
transformed the country of Panama., as 
well as the Zone, and in 1914 opened the 
waterway. 

To protect this investment, which was to 
be for the ages, the United States, under the 
terms of the Hay-Bunau-Varllla Treaty of 
1903 with Panama, had taken full rights of 
sovereignty in perpetuity to a zone ten miles 
wide embracing the Canal route. It had also 
undertaken, in the Ha.y-Pauncefote Treaty of 
1901 with Great Britain, to operate the 
Canal for world commerce with no special 
privileges for U.S. shippers. 

It is estimated that the net cost of the 
Canal to the United States to date, includ
ing defense and not including interest on 
investment, has been about $6 billion. 

Until the riots in Panama in January, 1964, 
the United States had ma.de concessions to 
Panama on various aspects of the 1903 Treaty 
but had firmly resisted claims for relinquish-

ment of sovereignty. It is this apparent 
change of position on the perpetuity of U .s. 
sovereignty. 

Under the 1903 Treaty, the authority and 
jurisdiction of the United States in the 
Canal Zone are legally unchallengable. The 
Canal, the U.S. investment in it, and the 
interests of world commerce are secure. 

Under the proposed retrocession of sov
ereign powers to Panama, that Republic 
would acquire sovereign rights and au
thority over the operation and defense of 
the Canal; and the United States would 
then hold any such rights only by virtue 
of its treaty with Panama. Against eviction 
by a hostile gove.rnment in Panama, the 
United States would have no more legal 
standing than Britain had against Egypt in 
its base at Suez in 1951. 

The population of Panama ts about the 
same as that of Detroit, about 1.5 million. 
The proposition before us is that Pana.ma 
holds some inherent right of sovereignty 
which entitles it to take over this high 
American investment and operate it for 
its own benefit. It ls perfectly clear that 
Panama. has no such right today, and that 
it will not have such authority over this 
critical waterway unless the United States 
now cedes this authority to Panama. 

We suggest that to enter such negotia
tions today is a. serious abandonment of 
U.S. authority and responsib111ty. To con
fide this crucial waterway to the nominal 
control of a small country which ts m
qualified to administer or defend it is an 
act of Great Power irresponsibility. If Great 
Britain had, in 1951, asserted the world 
interest in Suez and committed mUttary 
forces to defend that interest, the Canal 
would not have been closed but would today 
be a lively artery of commerce bringing 
great tributory benefit to the people of 
Egypt. 

The belief of some officials that U.S. op
eration and defense of the Canal under 
trea;ty provisions, instead of under sovereign 
authority, would eliminate the friction of 
recent yea.rs is a calamitous misjudgment 
of the present scene. Marxist-Leninist sub
version would be intensified by such a. 
retreat. Friction would mount and the U.S. 
position would become intolerable. The 
United States would be compelled to use 
force against the Republic of Pana.ma, or to 
withdraw and allow the Canal to be op
erated and defended by another lessee. That 
is a prospect which no President should 
impose on his successors. 

If U.S. sovereignty is to be surrendered in 
two decades or five decades, that decision 
should be made by Americans who will be 
in charge of national policy at that time. 
The only proper consideration for our lead
ers today is whether the United States should 
surrender sovereignty here and now. If they 
will not act affirmatively now, they should 
not prejudice the right of another genera
tion to act in its time. 

STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS, STATE OF MARY
LAND, BY MARYLAND PORT ADMINISTRATION 
PRESENTED BY WALTER C. BOYER 

The Maryland Port Admtnistra tion is 
grateful for the opportunity to appear be
fore the Senate Committee on Judicial Pro
ceedings and lend its support to Sena.te Joint 
Resolution No. 34, introduced by Senators 
James, Conroy, McGuirk and Clark, calllng 
for the continued undiluted sovereignty and 
jurisdiction of the United States-owned 
Canal and its protective frame, the Canal 
Zone, situated in the Isthmus of Panama. 

It has been stated by others that the 
United States has built and maintained the 
Canal at its own expense, but has operated 
it in virtual trusteeship for the ships of all 
nations. It is important to place in the rec
ord, however, the significant importance of 
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the Panama Canal for the commerce of the 
United States. 

In tables at tached to this statement, it is 
shown that the Panama Canal has provided 
for about 15,000 ·ship transits, involving some 
127,561 ,733 long tons of cargo a.t a revenue 
rate of about $1.00 per ton in 1973. 

Commercial traftlc involved about 73,394,-
000 long tons in the Atlantic to Pacific 
crossing, and 52,710,000 long tons in the 
Pacific to Atlantic crossing. However, of these 
substantial tonnages, trade originating in or 
ending in United States' ports amounted to 
54,820,000 long tons in the Atlantic to Pacific 
crossing, and 29,033,000 long tons in the 
Pacific to Atlantic crossing. Additionally, 
the Canal provided transit for 1,405,428 long 
tons of United States Government cargo, 
much of it vital miUtary cargo. Grouped to
gether, this constitutes at least 67 % of all 
trade of the Panama Canal, for the calendar 
year 1973, originating in or ending in United 
States ports. The vital importance of the 
Panama Canal to the United States should 
be evident to everyone. 

The Port of Baltimore also has a vital in
terest in the Panama Canal. In 1972, the 
Port of Baltimore registered some 22,407,257 
long tons of foreign commerce. Of this 
amount, exports totalling 2,499,214 long tons 
and imports totaling 1,282,946 long tons in
volved trade utllizing the Panama Canal. 
This constituted 17 % of the foreign com
merce of the Port of Baltimore. Much of this 
trade is in areas such as Japan and Hong 
Kong where the Port Adminisltration is mak
ing a direct solicitation effort. Additionally, 
significant intercoastal trade of the Port of 
Baltimore utilizes the Panama Canal. 

It has been demonstrated that the United 
States has a vital stake in the Panama Canal, 
with the Port of Baltimore being significantly 
affected. This clearly becomes the business 
and concern of the Maryland State Legisla
ture. 

On behalf of the Maryland Port Admin
istration, I urge adoption of Senate Reso
lution No. 34 by our Legislature, upon the 
recommendation of this Honorable Commit
tee. 

FOREIGN TRADE OF THE PORT OF BALTIMORE UTILIZING 
THE PANAMA CANAL, CALENDAR YEAR 1972 

!Long tons! 

Country Exports Imports 

Japan_ ______________________ 2, 171, 742 425, 377 
China_ ______________________ 96, 787 --------------
Peru ________________________ 73, 546 282, 025 
Taiwan ______________________ 66, 461 --------------
Bangladesh __________________ 45, 894 _________ ____ _ 
Korea___ ____________________ 22, 450 ______ _______ _ 
Indonesia____________________ 22, 334 --------------
Australia_- -------------------------------- 334, 353 

~~i~i~~ii~~s_-::::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ::::: 1~~: ~g~ 
Total__ ________________ 2, 499, 214 1, 282, 946 

FOREIGN TRADE OF THE PORT OF BALTIMORE 

Calendar year 1972 _ - --------- 7, 300, 300 15, 106, 957 
- - - - --- ---TotaL _____ __________ _ 22, 407, 257 

SUMMARY ACTIVITY- PANAMA CANAL 

Oceangoing transits: Commercial _____________ _ 
Government_ ___________ _ 
Free ____ -- --- -- - - - - -- - - -

Tota I ________________ _ 

Small transits : 
Commercial_ ____ ------ __ _ 
Government_ ______ __ ____ _ 
Free ___ ________ - - -------

TotaL __ ___ __ -- - --- ___ _ 

1973 1972 

13, 841 13, 766 
373 413 

24 59 
- --- -

14, 238 14, 238 
=================== 

722 
118 
31 

871 

777 
148 
35 

960 

1973 1972 

Total cargo (long tons) : 
Commercial__ ____________ 126, 143, 495 109, 271, 968 

1, 742, 303 
62, 532 

Government__ ____________ 1, 405, 428 
Free ____________________ 12, 810 

TotaL_________________ 127, 561 , 733 111, 076, 803 

Total transit revenue ___ _______ $131, 623, 544 $116, 86.5, 769 

WORLD TRADE ROUTES- PANAMA CANAL 

(In thousands of long tons) 

1973 1972 

Atlantic to Pacific crossing: 
East coast United States to Pacific ____ 48, 397 38, 575 
East coast Canada to Pacific __________ 2, 105 1, 576 
East coast Central America to Pacific __ 1, 755 1, 820 
East coast South America to Pacific ___ 7, 987 8, 302 
West Indies to Pacific ____ __________ _ 6, 022 5, 991 
Europe to Pacific ___________________ _ 6, 540 5, 936 
Africa to Pacific ___________________ _ 555 427 
Middle East to Paci fic ______________ _ 32 25 

Total_ _________ - - -- - -- -- - - -- -- -- - 73, 394 62, 652 

Pacific to Atlantic crossing: 
West coast United States to Atl antic __ _ 6, 555 4, 709 
West coast Canada to Atlantic ______ __ 6, 214 7, 220 
West coast Central America to Atlantic_ 2, 012 2, 010 
West coast South America to Atlantic __ 14, 671 10, 322 
Canal Zone to Atlantic ________ _____ __ 17 3 
Hawaii to Atlantic __ ______________ ___ 389 482 
Oceania to Atlantic ________________ __ 4, 730 4, 719 
Antarctica to Europe ___ ________ _____ 6 22 
Asia to Atlantic __ ________________ ___ 18, 116 17, 095 

Total_ ________________ ----- -_ ---- 52, 710 46, 582 

Both directions: 
Atlantic to Pacifio crossing __________ _ 73, 394 62, 652 
Pacific to Atlantic crossing_ ____ ______ 52, 710 46, 582 

Total_ ___ __ _ -- -- ----- - ---- -- - - --- 126, 104 109, 234 

TRADE ORIGINATING IN OR ENDING IN THE UNTIED 
STATES 

Atlantic to Pacific crossing: 
East coast United States to Pacific 

Ports_____ __ ___ __ __ _____ _________ 48, 397 38, 575 
East coast CaRada to West Coast, 

United States_____ ___ ___ ____ __ __ __ 15 
East coast Central America to West 

Coast, United States_______ _____ ___ 40 151 
East coast Central America to Hawaii__ 39 25 
East coast South America to West 

Coast, United States______ _____ ___ _ 2,414 2, 527 
East coast South America to Hawaii___ 31 28 
West Indies to West Coast, United 

States_ ______ ____ _____ _____ ______ 2, 106 2, 444 
West Indies to Hawaii____ _____ ______ 69 92 
Europe to west coast, United States___ 1, 643 l, 338 
Europe to Hawaii____ ___ __ __ _____ ___ 5 7 
Africa to west coast, United States____ 53 53 
Middle East to west coast, United 

States_ ____ __ ____ ____ ________ ___ _ 14 11 
-------

Tota'----- ----- --- - ------------- - 54, 820 45, 266 

Pacific to Atlantic crossing: 
West coast United States to Atlantic. 
West coast Canada to east coast, 

United States _____ ______ ___ _ ----- -
West coast Canada to Puerto Rico ___ _ 
West coast Central America to east 

coast, United States _____ ______ ___ _ 
West coast South America to east 

coast, United States _______ ___ ____ _ 
West coast South America to Puerto Rico ___ ____ _____ ___ - __ -- - ____ ___ _ 
Hawaii to east coast, United States ___ _ 
Hawaii to other Atlantic destinations __ 
Oceania to east coast, United States __ _ 
Oceania to Puerto Rico ___ ____ ______ _ 
Asia to east coast, United States. __ __ _ 
Asia to Canal Zone ___ _____ ___ __ ___ _ 
Asia to Puerto Rico ___ ______ _______ _ 

TotaL __ ___ - -- _ -- --- - -- -- ---- - ---

Both directions: 

6, 555 

1, 987 
127 

l, 009 

5, 273 

336 
358 

31 
1, 825 

6 
11, 263 

83 
180 

29, 033 

4, 709 

2, 312 
120 

1, 102 

4, 585 

40 
437 

45 
l , 799 

8 
10, 421 

70 
160 

25, 808 
====== 

Atlantic to Pacific crossing___ _____ ___ 54, 820 45, 266 
Pacific to Atlantic crossing__ _________ 29, 033 25, 808 

-------
Total__ ____________ ______ ____ __ __ 83, 853 71. 074 

TAKEN FROM THE STATEMENT BY FRANZ 
0. WILLENBUCHER, J.D., CAPTAIN USN 
(RETmED) BEFORE THE MARYLAND SENATE 
COMMITrEE ON JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS 

Adoption of Senate Joint Resolution No. 
34 by our Legislature will constitute another 

shining example of the traditional contri
butions by the Free State of Maryland to the 
progress of our great nation 1n its quest for 
freedom and justice for all. Such action will 
exemplify the intended constitutional pur 
pose of our Founding Fathers that the sov
ereign People, through their state legisla
tors, acting in their highest sovereign 
capacity, should let their representatives in 
the national Congress know their views on 
matters of such vital importance as that 
which is now being considered by this Com
mittee. 

About a year ago, on the educational tele
vision program-The Advocates-the ques
tion of surrender of the United States-owned 
Canal and Canal Zone was comprehensively 
debated. Both those for United States sur
render at Panama and those who opposed 
such abject surrender were represented by 
the most capable advocates that they could 
find. On completion of that nationwide de
bate, the moderator asked the extensive au
dience to ca.st votes by mail, giving The Ad
vocates' post ofilce box number in Boston. 
More than 12,000 responded, with 86 per cent 
registering a resounding "No!" When, in 
1960, the question of authorizing the flying 
of the Panamanian flag 1n the Canal Zone 
was debated in our national House of Rep
resentatives, the recorded vote was 382 t<> 
12 against such authorization, as unwar
ranted and a danger to the essentially neces
sary continued recognition of United States 
sovereignty there. How prophetic was the 
warning? Notwithstanding that resounding 
congressional disapproval, the flying of the 
Panamanian flag in the Canal Zone was au
thorized by the United States and now we 
have a clear and present danger of proposed 
abject and complete surrender. 

For far too long, it has been completely 
unnecessary to ask-What are the aspira
tions of Panama with respect to the Canal 
Zone and the Canal? Panamanian leaders 
and agitators have never disdained to pub
lish their objectives. But no clearer summary 
of them has ever been made than that by 
Gilberto Arias, recently Secretary of Finance 
in the Cabinet of President Chiari, as quoted 
on March 19, 1963, in the isthmian news
paper, Critica. His words were: 

"In the future, with God's help, we will 
achieve our objective: that the Panama Ca
nal be the .property of Panamanians, under 
full and absolute jurisdiction of the Republic 
of Panama, maintained by Panamanians, op
erated by Panamanians, sanitated by Pan
manians and protected by Panamanians." 

More recently, there have been even in
creasingly irresponsible propagandistic state
ments, including blackmail, with t h reats of 
violence, expropriation and exploitation. 

Contra.st this to the more than 60 years of 
peaceful, uninterrupted, efficient operation 
of the Canal by the United States at rates 
so reasonable as to require expenditures by 
the United States to provide operating ex
penses above net receipts. 

Moreover, Panama has been a country 
plagued with endemic revolution, having had 
59 presidents in the 70 years since it granted 
sovereignty over the Canal Zone to the 
United States in perpetuity. Its present gov
ernment is de facto, ha.vine instituted itself 
in power by m111tary coup . .. 

At the present time, the principal point s 
in the canal situation can be emphasized as 
follows: 

First. The United States has a fine canal 
at Panama now with indispensable sovereign
ty and jurisdiction over the Canal Zone for 
its efficient maintenance, operation, sanita
tion and protection. 

Second. Experience has shown that t he 
present canal works, and wm continue to 
work, and how to provide for its major in
crease of ca.pa.city and operational improve
ment, without a new treaty with Panama. 

Third. This modernization program, devel
oped during World War II, known as the 
Terminal Lake-Third Locks plan, can be 
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accomplished "at comparatively low cost" 
and in a relatively short time. 

Fourth. Between 1904 and 1971 we, the 
American taxpayers, invested almost $6-Bil
lion on the Panama Canal and its defenses. 

Fifth. If we cannot hold the Canal which 
we built, own, and have maintained at our 
own expense and operated in virtual trustee
ship for the ships of the world, the United 
States will be completely driven from the 
Isthmus, Panama will become another Cuba, 
and the Canal another Suez. 

Adoption of Senate Resolution No. 34 by 
our Legislature, upon the recommendation of 
this Honorable Committee, will provide a 
rallying point for other sovereign states to 
follow. Our Committee has become informed 
that the American Legion and the Ve·terans 
of Foreign Wars, both, are presently distrib
uting copies of Maryland's Senate Joint Res
olution No. 34 to the presiding officers of all 
of the legislative bodies of the remaining 
states with request for similar action. Thus, 
the Free State of Maryland, once again, 
occupies a position of leadership for which 
we can all take justifiable pride. As Douglas 
Freeman, one of our most noted historians 
said: "If our nation ever falls, it will not be 
because of the common man, for he is sound. 
It will be because of the refusal of those of 
leadership capacity to lead." 

NUTRITION AND USDA 
COMMODITIES 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am grat
ified that my colleagues in the Senate 
have expressed their support for the leg
islation, introduced by Senator McGov
ERN, which will increase the scope of 
Federal food assistance programs. Sen
ate passage of S. 3458, which authorizes 
the Department of Agriculture to pur
chase nonsurplus commodities for nu
trition programs, and S. 3459, which in
creases the level of assistance for school 
lunch programs recognizes the need to 
insure nutritional adequacy for the in
digent and for our school-age children. 

Of particular importance to my State 
of Delaware is the permanent authori
zation for the purchase of nonsurplus 
commodities by USDA for donation to 
the child nutrition, institutional feed
ing, supplemental feeding, disaster relief 
programs, and other traditional recipi
ents of these commodities. The current 
lack of surplus food has driven prices 
skyward, and without the authority pro
vided in this legislation individual orga
nizations, purchasing locally, would not 
be able to afford the same variety and 
quantities of food they now offer. The 
victims, of course, would be the indigent 
and the children. 

In Delaware, the Division of Pur
chasing distributed 1,880,318 pounds of 
food to the schools and day care cen
ters participating in the national school 
lunch program during the period of 
August, 1973, and January, 1974. These 
foods were purchased by USDA at a cost 
of $605,063.73. If the same food had been 
purchased locally, the cost would have 
been $809,406.81. Without this legisla
tion the effects of these higher local costs 
on the 105,000 children served daily are 
obvious. 

Another important aspect of this leg
islation, and there are many, is the au
thority for States to serve reduced price 
school lunches to children from families 
whose marginal income cannot provide 
for adequate meals. As the price of the 
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school lunch rises, participation in the 
program drops, and the incidence of mal
nutrition or subnutrition increases. In
formation from school districts in Dela
ware indicates that the greatest drop in 
participation has occurred in the ele
mentary schools, where the need for ade
quate nutrition is most essential. 

Therefore, I commend Senator Mc
GOVERN for his efforts in designing this 
important legislation, and my colleagues 
in the Senate for recognizing the need. 

Mr. President, I would also like to ex
press my appreciation to the many Del
awareans who participated in an intense 
campaign to create public awareness of 
the need for this legislation. I have met 
with representatives from school district 
food services and from the Delaware 
Division of Purchasing, and through the 
efforts of these individuals, and many 
like them in other States, we have begun 
to ccnsider Federal food assistance a na
tional priority. 

In this respect, I would like to share 
with my colleagues some of the infor
mation I received from the Delaware 
Division of Purchasing concerning the 
role of Federal food programs in Dela
ware. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two communications from the 
Division of Purchasing, the first to par
ticipants in the school lunch program, 
and the second to institutional partici
pants, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the Com
munications were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

DIVISION OF PURCHASING, 
DEPARTMENT OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, 

Delaware City, Del., February 19, 1974. 
During the period August 1, 1973 through 

January 31, 1974, federally donated foods 
totaling 1,880,318 pounds were delivered to 
those schools and day care centers partic
ipating in the National School Lunch Pro
gram. These foods were acquired by USDA 
at a cost to the federal government of $605,-
063.73. 

If purchased locally, the same food, if 
and when available, would have cost $809,-
406.81. 

The Division of Purchasing distributed the 
1,880,318 pounds of food at a cost to the 
schools and day care centers of $22,844.52 in 
service charges. 

The difference between what the food 
would have cost, the schools and day care 
centers, if purchased locally, and our serv
ice charges, is $786,562.29. This figure 
could, theoretically, be considered a savings 
to our local programs. 

State-wide participation is 191 Schools, 
and 46 Day Care and Head Start Centers 
feeding 105,000 children daily. 

Here are the price comparison figures: 

PRICE COMPARISON FIGURES 

Commodity 

Butter ________________ -------- __ _ 
Shortening __________ ------ ______ _ 
Flour, A. p ______________________ _ 
Cornmeal.. __ --- __ -------- __ -----
Rice ___________ - - - -------- -------
Rolled oats _____ ------------------
Dry milk ___________ ------- ______ _ 
Dry beans ____ : _________________ _ 
Peanut butter __ ------ _______ ----_ Salad oiL ________________ _______ _ 
Cranberry sauce.---- __ -----_-----

USDA 
cost, 
f.o.b. 

destination 

$20. 69 
10. 82 
5. 07 
3. 91 

12. 42 
3.34 

39. 99 
12.23 
15. 88 
13. 68 
8.40 

Local 
price 

$25. 60 
14. 40 
10.00 
8. 00 

16. 00 
14. 40 
43. 20 
32. 00 
22. 08 
21. 00 
12. 00 

Commodity 

Frozen turkeys __________________ _ 
Frozen orange juice _______ __ _____ _ 
Canned green beans _____________ _ 
Grapefruit juice _____ _____ _ --------
Boned poultry __________ ----------
Ground beet__ ___________________ _ 
Canned tomatoes ________________ _ 
Canned plums ___________________ _ 
Canned pears ___________________ _ 
Sweet potatoes. ______ ---- ______ --
Frankfurters. ___ ________________ _ 
French fries _______ ---------------Fruit cocktail_ ___________________ _ 
Canned corn. ____ ___ ____________ _ 
Canned peaches _______ __________ _ 
Frozen chicken_----------_-------

NA-Not available. 

USDA 
cost, 
f.o.b. 

destination 

$29. 61 
9. 57 
7. 62 
4. 60 

49. 56 
52. 75 

7. 86 
8. 17 

11. 27 
9. 36 

32. 37 
5. 79 
8. 75 
8. 51 
9.03 

13. 90 

DIVISION OF PURCHASING, 

Local 
price 

$34. 40 
18. 48 
11. 04 
5. 64 

NA 
61. 60 
10. 02 
11. 28 
16. 96 
15. 04 
40. 59 

5. 94 
11. 28 
11. 28 
18. 40 
16. 50 

DEPARTMENT OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, 

Delaware City, Del., Aprtl 25, 1974. 
Memorandum 

To: Institutional Participants. 
From: Russell Frey, Field Representative. 
Subject: Federally Donated Food. 

For almost 40 years there has been a Fed
eral law, Section 32 of PL 320, regarding the 
purchase of surplus foods; since 1949, Sec
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act, regarding 
price supporting. Since all of you are in
volved daily with feeding and its accompany
ing problems, you are aware that, recently, 
there has been virtually no surplus, and no 
need for price supports. In order to purchase 
the greatest part of USDA commodities, spe
cial legislation was enacted last August, Sec
tion 4(a), P.L. 93-86, which authorized USDA 
to purchase commodities even though they 
are not in surplus nor need to be price sup
ported. This authority expires June 30, 1974. 

Without this authority, USDA estimated 
that 75% of the commidities distributed this 
year would not have been purchased. What 
does this mean to the Institutional Food 
Program? You may well understand that in
dividual organizations, purchasing locally, 
in relatively small amounts, would not be 
able to buy the variety and quantities for 
the low per capita charge, rendered by this 
agency, which applies regardless of the 
quantity of food received by you. It should 
be clear to all of you how important these 
commodities are to the Institutional Food 
Program .... 

During the period, Fiscal 1973, federally do
nated foods totaling 344,452 pounds were dis
tributed to institutions in Delaware. These 
foods were acquired 1by USDA at a cost to the 
federal government of $87,628.59. With a par
ticipation figure of 5,585 persons during that 
same period, the cost to the recipient insti
tutions was approximately $8,500.00 in as
sessments charged by this agency. 

LEGION COMMANDER EATON SUP
PORTS VIETNAM VETERAN 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee has 
announced that comprehensive legisla
tion dealing with the inequities in the 
GI bill will be ready for final Senate 
action with in a week or so. I want to 
commend the committee and particu
larly, the chairman, Senator HARTKE, 
for the fine work done on the legislation. 
The announcement that the final Senate 
bill will include a tuition payment pro
posal similar to the one I have been ad
vocating in the Senate for over a year is 
welcome indeed. 

In the past year or so, there has been 
some misunderstanding and some bitter-
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ness on the part of ardent supporters of 
reforms for Vietnam veterans. Among 
other complaints, it was felt that the 
major established veterans' organizations 
were not supporting the reforms as 
strongly as they might. My own experi
ence as a long-time supporter of in
creased benefits for Vietnam veterans 
does not support that contention. 

In the most recent edition of the 
American Legion magazine, Comdr. 
Robert E,aton has written a straight
forward analysis of the situation that 
leaves no doubt about the Legion's total 
commitmeflt to the Vietnam veteran. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Commander Eaton's article be 
printed in the RECORD. Its timeliness in 
regard to the activities of the Congress 
speaks very well for itself. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE SORRY STATE OF VIETNAM VETS' EDUCA

TION-AND WHAT TO DO ABOUT IT 

(By Robert E. L. Eaton) 
In recent months, newspapers and TV 

stations have begun to make the public 
more aware of the plight of thousands of 
Vietnam veterans in attempting to go to 
college under their GI Bill. 

Many of them (typically those most in 
need of help) cannot go to school at all. 

Their GI BUI benefits, which are far short 
of the WW2 benefits in the education they 
can buy, are too meager for them to make 
out. 

Each Vietnam vet who wants to go to 
school on his GI benefits but can't represents 
a failure of the program, but a windfall for 
the government. 

Last year, the Vietnam GI Bill benefits 
for a full-time, single, college student came 
to $220 a month or about $55 a week
known as a subsistence allowance. For a 
normal nine-month college program, this 
came to $1,980. For each Vietnam veteran 
who could see no way to pay for his tuition, 
books, college fees, room, board and tr.ans
portation on $55 a week for nine months, 
Uncle Sam simply saved himself the whole 
$1,980, while the Vietnam vet got no allow
ance and no education. 

The chief difference between the WW2 GI 
B111 education program and the Vietnam 
benefits is that in addition to a subsistence 
allowance, the WW2 veteran got up to $500 
toward his tuition, books, etc. In those days, 
this covered the entire cost of tuition and 
books at most colleges. 

The American Legion estimates that a 
similar allowance, not to exceed the actual 
cost of tuition, fees, books, etc., and with a 
ce111ng of $1,000, would serve fairly well un
der today's soaring education costs. 

But Vietnam veterans get no such allow
ance at all. Their subsistence allowance is 
their entire GI benefit. If they can't pay for 
their tuition, books, fees, etc. out of their 
$55 a week "subsistence" they can forget 
about school unless they have ample means 
from other sources. 

The average cost for books and miscellane
ous fees at most colleges today is put at 
about $216, or just about one month's Viet
nam GI "subsistence." Tuition fees range 
all up and down the scale, and are going up. 
In some state universities, tuition is free 
for veterans of that state, which is a real 
break for as many resident veterans as they'll 
accept. In others, it ls as high as $890 for 
residents and $1,000 or more for non-resi
dents. Private colleges and universities may 
charge up to $5,000 or more with no break for 
state residents. Some purely technical 
schools below college level charge over $2,000 
in tuition. Tuition in the neighborhood of 

$700, which is quite common and due for a 
further raise next fall, would take every cent 
of 13 weeks subsistence allowance. 

Small wonder that TV stations have had 
little trouble finding Vietnam veterans to 
put on the a.tr to make cynical remarks in 
the order: "Yeah, I could make it to college 
if I didn't eat, and slept in the gutter." 

Nevertheless, the program has worked 
"well" enough to permit a large number of 
rosy statements from government sources 
citing its "success." Large numbers of Viet
nam veterans have been able to use their GI 
benefits. But cLting the raw numbers hides 
the discrimination against the neediest vet
erans that is built into the meagreness of 
the Vietnam education program to date. 

The $55 a week has been of great value 
to those veterans who have enough money 
of their own to make up for its inadequacy, 
or whose parents can afford them substantial 
help, or who have been able to qualify for 
substantial scholarships or loans, or who are 
lucky enough to live in those states with 
the most progressive state university pro
grams for their young citizens. 

State aid seems to account for a large per
cent of ~college attendance by Vietnam vet
erans for which the federal government has 
tended to credit the Vietnam veteran's GI 
benefits. California, with an excellent state 
university program, seems to have a veteran 
enrollment of about 37%. Vermont, whose 
state program ls no match for California's, 
shows about 14.2 % veteran enrollment. West . 
Virginla, Indiana and quite a few others 
don't show a great deal more. This situation 
has been continuous since the first substan
tial number of Vietnam veterans began to be 
discharged nearly ten years ago. 

Many borderline Vietnam veterans (finan
cially) are going to college but can hardly 
be considered a success for the GI program. 
They have made it by shopping around for 
the cheapest course in the cheapest college, 
often abandoning the course of study they 
preferred because it wasn't offered in the 
schools they could afford to attend. Any 
WW2 vet who was accepted for admission 
could have made it to Harvard Business 
School financially, in 1946, granted he would 
take the usual student jobs if he was per
sonally on his uppers. His GI Blll was suffi
cient to scratch through somehow. This ls 
impossible for a Vietnam veteran if his chief 
asset is his GI benefits. 

The worst situation by far, however, is the 
plight of the Vietnam veteran without other 
resources, who simply cannot go to school at 
all. 

It is remarkable that a nation which ex
presses a great concern for the needy has 
for years gone along with a GI education 
program whose workings favor those veterans 
with the most means and deny any benefits 
at all for those with the least. 

I am hopeful that the sudden interest of 
the news media. w111 help push forward a. 
speedy reform. The Legion has been seeking 
improvement for some years but without 
much support from other segments of the 
public. Two years ago the Harris poll took 
an interest. It reported, after a survey, that 
59% of Vietnam veterans didn't apply for GI 
school benefits, and as many as 83 % of these 
indicated that there was no point in applying 
because there was no way they could afford 
college even with their GI benefits. 

The media have as yet largely failed to pin
point where the trouble has been or what the 
remedy is. Some TV programs have done an 
excellent job of portraying the plight of the 
veterans, but have then explained that it was 
the fault of the public, of the viewers, of you 
and me, because we just had too little sym
pathy for Vietnam veterans and were "turned 
o1f" on their war. 

The nub of the problem ls quite simple. 
Vietnam veterans need a tuitLon and book 
allowance on top of their subsistence pay
ments. The TV viewers never did anything 

to prevent it. Only the Congress and the 
President can provide it. Neither President 
Johnson nor President Nixon ever gave Ad
ministration support for GI tuition and book 
allowances. News programs sometimes blame 
the Veterans Administration. The VA has 
consistently opposed tuition payments while 
issuing statistics about the success of the 
present benefits. It does this as an arm of an 
Admint.srtration which 1.s opposed to tuition 
aid. But the VA cannot grant tuition allow
ances until the Congress enacts authoriza
tion, and if it does, the VA then must pay 
the allowances. The Congress has never ap
proved tuition allowances and has rejected 
the appeals of Vietnam students and the 
Legion, working together. 

Not until the 7th of April of this year have 
I seen· any of the media indicate where the 
center of resistance has been in Congress. On 
that day, Wllliam Greider reported in the 
Washington Post that Rep. Olin E. Teague, 
of Texas, has opposed veterans' tuition al
lowances since 1950 when, as a young mem
ber of the House Veterans Affairs Committee, 
he led an investigation of the rackets which 
colleges, universities and their faculties made 
of the tuition and book allowances granted 
WW2 veterans. 

This is an old story to the Legion. Rep. 
Teague rose to be Chairman of the House 
Veterans Affairs Committee, and held the 
chairmanship until quite recently, when he 
voluntarily left it to head a different com
mittee. During his years he did a great deal 
for veterans, but he became a stone wall of 
opposition to tuition allowances for Viet
nam veterans. In his powerful position he 
refused to report out any bill authorizing 
them. 

In 1971, Gil Moody, the state Legion Com
mander in Rep. Teague's own state of 
Texas, wrote him beseeching him to report 
out some kind of tuition payment to Viet
nam. veterans. The answer was a flat no, be
cause the colleges had cheated the govern
ment after WW2 by abusing the tuition al
lowance as it was then administered. 

In 1972, when Legion National Commander 
John Gelger was trying desperately to get 
tuition payments authorized, the Legion's 
Director of Rehabilitation and Veterans Af
fairs, Edward Golembieskt, advised in a letter 
of Jan. 2, that there was almost no point 
of the Legion even putting in a tuition bill 
"in view of the Chairman's adamant oppo
sition." We did put it in, and, as predicted, 
it was never reported out. 

What we were able to get was a gradual 
increase in the subsistence allowance to the 
$55 a. week in effect last year. The House of 
Repersentatlves has recently approved a 13% 
increase for next year, bringing the weekly 
allowance for a single, fulltime student to 
about $62. Though any increase would help, 
this would hardly solve the problem. In fact 
its chief effect would be to keep the present 
situation from getting worse in the face of 
mounting educational costs, every aspect of 
which is rslng faster than the cost of 
living. 

It is ironical to think that it was the sins 
of the colleges and universities a generation 
ago which have been invoked to deny an 
education to the Vietnam veterans who need 
help the most-and not the nature of the 
Vietnam war, as many have said. 

It is entirely possible for Congress to de·· 
vise a program granting tuition which the 
colleges could not so easlly abuse, and I 
am happy to report that the senate Veterans 
Affairs Committee ls now considering several 
bills to provide a tuition allowance to Viet
nam vets. I had the pleasure on April 9 of 
discussing it in person with the Chairman, 
Sen. Va.nee Hartke of Indiana, and the neX!t 
day our representatives testified before a 
Senate sub-committee, offering our recom
mendation th&t a tuition allowance of up to 
$1,000, but not to exceed the actual cost 
should be authorized. 
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Since there is no such provision in the 

House bill-while the President and the 
Veterans Administration actively oppose 
tuition-I hope that the public will now get 
in the act and write vigorous letters to their 
Representatives and Senators to support 
such a measure. I hope the media will keep 
it up, too, and will do more to spell out what 
their audiences can do to help. It isn't 
very hard to do. Demand reasonable tuition 
and book allowances for Vietnam veterans, 
so that the neediest veterans can benefit as 
much as those with more ample resources. 

ADDRESS BY DEAN CLARENCE E. 
MANION 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
May 15, 1974, Dean Clarence E. Manion 
delivered an inspiring address on the 

· foundations of our Republic and the 
significance of the Declaration of In
dependence. The occasion of his address 
was a Washington testimonial dinner in 
his honor. Dean Manion used that op
portunity to deliver a stirring call for a 
return to the religious principles instilled 
in our American declaration. 

In the clarity of his words, Dean Man
ion recited the Nation's drift away from 
those lofty ideals which made such an 
impact upon the world in 1776. He re
minded us that the Founding Fathers 
never intended that freedom of religion 
be a bill of divorce from the Almighty. As 
he pointed out, the Congress on Septem
ber 24, 1789, called upon President Wash
ington on the same day it approved the 
first amendment to the Constitution, to 
proclaim a national day of thanksgiving 
and prayer to Almighty God. 

Mr. President, as we approach the 
time of our Bicentennial celebration, the 
words of this distinguished American 
should be heard and heeded. For, as he 
said, it is the 200th anniversary of the 
Declaration of Independence which we 
will be observing in 1976. It was that in
spired document which established the 
American Nation under God. 
· Mr. President, Dean Manion so elo

quently presented his case for a reaffir
mation of the basic American principles 
that I would like to share them with the 
Members of the Senate. I ask unanimous 
consent that his address, entitled "To 
The Republic-Where Is It? Could It Be 
Hiding in Our Declaration of Independ
ence?" be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the item was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
"To THE REPUBLic"-WHERE Is IT? COULD 

IT BE HIDING IN OUR DECLARATION OF INDE-
PENDENCE? 

(By Clarence E. Manion) 
This will be the first speech I ever made 

in response to a subpoena. I wasn't asked to 
come here tonight; I was ordered to come. 
Nor was I promised immunity in exchange 
for this testimony at my own testimonial. 
Neither <io I have access to the Fifth Amend
ment. I don't know what Judge Sirica would 
think of such a witness, but I want to assure 
him and everybody else that I did not break 
into the Mayflower! I have been brought in, 
and any plans or secrets of the Liberals that 
I have in my possession came from the public 
domain, namely, the newspapers. 

But next--and more seriously this time
let me say that whlle I do not deserve it, 
and tried my best to prevent it, I am never-

theless overjoyed by this beautiful tribute. 
My gratitude for it is so deep that I dare 
not trust my notoriously weak emotional re
strain ts by trying adequately to express that 
gratitude now to Phyllis Schlafly, Senator 
Helms and all of the wonderful men and 
women in the great patriotic organizations 
and publications who conceived, sponsored 
and produced this memorable occasion. 

So permit me to detour around a possible 
crack-up by simply expressing the hope that 
the Good Lord will richly bless all of these 
unselfish sponsors and a.11 of you, too, my 
dear friends, for this comforting manifesta
tion of your great charity. From my long 
experience with Him, I am sure that He will 
do just that. 

During this dinner I have been making a 
person-to-person, visual canvass of this re
markable audience. My conclusion now ls 
that, by and large, we have here tonight the 
most distinguished, learned, heat-tempered, 
case-hardened group of patriotic Conserva
tives ever assembled in this country, No doubt 
the reporter whom I observed identifying 
each of you as you arrived has now gone back 
to his pressroom convinced that here tonight 
there has just arrived, and most appropriately 
in the Mayi.'.'lower, mind you, the vanguard of 
the long awaited "Seven Days in May." He 
will probably report that each of you arrived 
armed with a big "piece of the rock"-the 
Plymouth Rock, of course. 

Your conservative learning and experience 
emancipates me from a chronic obligation 
that I habitually assume on the radio in try
ing to convert at least a part of the listeners 
to an appreciation of some facet of conserva
tism as the saving grace of American freedom. 
Fortunately, all here tonight understand that 
sweet mystery of life as well as I do. So, at 
long last, I a.m free to say a few, although not 
entirely unrelated, words about something 
else. 

To me, the stubborn persistence of the 
Manion Forum through the years invariably 
recalls the outstanding, enduring character 
described in Carlyle's dramatic story of the 
French Revolution, the mercurial but dedi
cated .A!bbe Steyes. 

The Abbe was the only clergyman who 
turned up in the first French Revolutionary 
Assembly in 1789. He joined the revolution
ary movement with an iron-clad determi
nation to draw up a strong constitution for 
the New Free France modeled on the one 
that had just been adopted in America. For 
ten turbulent, frustrating years the Abbe 
kept his long nose to that rough grindstone, 
straight through the ruthless reign of terror 
while the busy gu1llotine was washing the 
streets of Paris with the blood of hundreds 
of his fellow revolutionary leaders, and right 
up to 1799 when Napoleon Bonaparte quieted 
everything down with his long promised blast 
of grapeshot. 

Many, many years later, a very young 
Frenchman asked the aged Abbe Sieyes to 
tell him all that he had accomplished dur
ing the big Revolution. Replied the Abbe, "I 
survived." Like the Abbe Sieyes, the Manion 
Forum has survived, and in spite of its twenty 
years of ups and downs it is stm going strong. 

I am more than ever convinced now, at this 
perilous point in time, so to speak, that it is 
critically important for learned and con
cerned Conservatives to give studious atten
tion to this critical key concept called "Survi
val." 

For. instance, there ls a great debate going 
on now about the moral propriety of employ
ing extra.ordinary methods for keeping a sick 
human being alive beyond the point when 
all hope for his or her recovery is gone. Now, 
let's face it, similar questions a.re currently 
plaguing many Conservatives about the hope 
of reviving what often appears to be the 
moribund conservative cause. Their ques
tion is: "Can the conservative cause survive?" 
And, beyond that, under our presently de-

pressed and demoralized political circum
stances, should it any longer survive? 

But let me quickly submit that this is 
not the basic question. The basis question is: 
"Can and should the American Republic sur
vive? Has our unique system of constitu
tional government, which was designed for 
our federated nationally independent coun
try, now outlived its usefulness?" This basic 
question tells us exactly what the conserva
tive cause is all a.bout. The fact is that what 
we Conservatives have always been and still 
are trying to conserve is the National Inde
pendence and Constitutional Government of 
the United States of America. 

We have sometimes allowed ourselves and 
others to forget that political Conservatives 
are the real, authentic American conserva
tionists. Political Conservatives are dedi
cated to the preservation of the truly basic, 
irreplaceable resources of this country, name
ly, its moral, spiritual and legal resources. 
Patriotic Americans who are seriously in
terested in preserving the basic national re
sources implicit in our traditional climate of 
freedom with its safe environment of law and 
order, should quit listening to Ralph Nader 
and start reading the American Declaration 
of Independence. There-in our official dec
laration of national purpose-is where our 
basic store of these indlspensible resources 
are enshrined. 

Fortunately, unlike the Constitution of the 
United States, the Declaration of Independ
ence has not had to suffer the slings and 
arrows of recent Supreme Court misconstruc
tions. The American Civil Liberties Union has 
not sought-not yet at least-to get Fed
eral Court injunctions against the public 
reading or schoolroom explanations of the 
great Declaration. This is only because little 
if any of that ls now being done. Neverthe
less, in their recent decisions, Federal judges 
have openly invited the A.C.L.U. to present, 
on behalf of its atheistic clientele, such in
junctive petitions when and if such reading, 
recitation or study of the Declaration be
comes popular. 

Unlike the Constitution, the Declaration is 
not what the judges say it is. On the con
trary, it 1s the unchanging voice of self-evi
dent truth speaking with the first breath of 
the new life of "the Republic for which it 
stands." So, in our search for the Republic, 
that remarkable Nation under God which 
the flag represents and which we all saluted 
so proudly at the outset of this dinner, we 
must turn to the Declaration which provided 
our Federal Constitution, and which so con
clusively rationalized all of the principles, 
purposes and procedures of our entire con
stitutional system. 

At its outset the Declaration states that we 
trace our title to our national independence 
to Almighty God Himself. Then, before we 
are ten lines deep into the document, we find 
that "We hold these truths to be self-evid
dent: (1) That all men are created;"-in 
other words, God exists. 

Please pause here to note that, expressly, 
this holding is not advanced as a logical 
conclusion. Deliberately, no evidence ls of
fered to support it. For the members of the 
Continental Congress, no evidence was 
needed. They all join in the Declaration 
unanimously. They knew that Almighty God 
exists-not merely as a matter of their great 
religious faith but as an obvious matter of 
fact. Everyone of them believed these self
evident truths as confidently as he knew 
that he was a.live when he subscribed to 
them. Thus our Declaration of Independence 
was, and remains today, one of the most 
profound, acts of religious faith in all his
tory. 

The signers went on to declare that all 
men are "created equal"-equal in the sight 
of God, their Creator, that ls, and therefore 
equal before the law of the new land that 
they had ~rought into existence then and 
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there. All men are thus equal before God 
and before the clvll law, and they are other
wise unequal, different, that ls, in every 
conceivable way. The Declaration does not 
say that all men are born equal, because 
obviously they are not. Our Creator gives 
each of us a special, different personality that 
is apparent from our looks and actions and 
is finally certified by your fingerprint. Take 
a look at that fingerprint of yours. It is your 
God-given individuating trade mark which 
distinguishes you and each of us from every 
other person who now lives or who has ever 
lived on the face of the earth. 

This is the vital point and place where Abbe 
Sieyes' French constitution-makers cracked 
up on their man-made, atheistic rock called 
"liberty, equality and fraternity." Our God
fearing polit ical ancestors went the French 
Revolutionaries one better: they insured the 
success of our constitutional system by latch
ing it into eternal God-made truth. 

If all men were identical, if they had been 
geared like the lower animals-to do the same 
thing under the same circumstances at the 
very same time-and had been left without 
the individual incentives, ambitions and ap
titudes that have collectively pulled human 
civilization steadily forward, no one would 
have ever made "two blades of grass grow 
where one grew before." That being so, the 
human race wou ld h ave starved to death 
thousands of years ago. 

The Declaration goes on to say that all 
men are endowed, n ot by the civil govern
ment, but by God Himself, with "certain un
alienable rights" and that the one over-rid
ing purpose of all civll government is to 
secure and protect each person's God-given 
life and liberty while that person is making 
his particular contribution to the general 
good by using his personal talents to provide 
for his own welfare. 

The Declaration makes it clear that civil 
government is never our master. On the con
trary, such government is merely man's agent 
for the protection of God's gifts. All of this 
makes our Declaration of Independence the 
greatest theo-polit ical document ever pub
lished in the world. It is the m ost perfect or
ientation of man to his God, to his govern
ment, and to his fellow-man to be found any
where in all literature outside of Holy Writ. 

It speaks eloquently and directly to the 
point of all of our present political discour
agements and disconsolations, but, apparent
ly nobody ls listening to the Declaration of 
Independence. And, unfortunately, the people 
who are most completely deafened to its voice 
are a majority of the Justices of the United 
States Supreme Court. 

In the beginning of our history, Supreme 
Court Justices were continuously construing 
the letter of the Constitution in the spirit 
of the Declaration of Independence, and said 
so. But, unfortunately, our recent generation 
of Justices have short memories. They re
member and rely entirely and without ques
tion upon the ruling of Tom Clark, Hugo 
Black, Earl Warren, Arthur Goldberg, and 
William 0. Douglas. They apparently have 
no official recollection of Justices Marshall, 
Moo~.y. Brewer, Hughes, and Cardozo, or of 
their periodic face-to-face castigations by 
Felix Frankfurter. 

And so, fifteen years ago, while the Fed
tral Trade Commission wasn't looking, the 
errant Justices climaxed their insulated wis
dom by gratuitously merging the first eight 
amendments into the 14th Amendment, and 
thus effectively wiped out the basic separa
tion of powers between the States and the 
Federal Government that the Founding Fath
ers had used as the warp an d woof of our 
Federal system. 

Since that time, our Supreme Court picks 
up the entire Constitution only when and 
where, if ever, the 14th Amendment leaves off. 
Thus, and right while the Congress and the 
Presidency have been making Brownle points 

about the sacredness of the separation of 
their respective powers, the Supreme Court 
and its deputy District Federal Judges have 
taken over the administrative supervision of 
state insane asylums, state prison reform, 
state school busing, state abortion and por
nography laws, and, among other things, 
state legislative, school and Congressional 
districting. At the same time, Federal ju
dicial oversight has blanketed and pre
empted the whole field of state crime and 
punishment. 

Over the Manion Forum microphone a few 
weeks ago, the able Attorney General of In
diana, Theodore Sendak, complained and 
cited numerous examples to show that in 
the last few years the Federal courts have de
cided that they are to legislate. They now 
make new laws instead of deciding cases 
and controversies under existing laws. He 
said that by the current use of so-called 
equity powers, the Federal courts have carried 
their jurisdiction to the point where they are 
now all three branches of government in one. 

The remedy that our Chief Justice Burger 
proposes for the resulting over-crowded and 
conjested Federal Court dockets is more Fed
eral judges. To the layman it appears that if 
we could get the Federal judges out of state 
schools, insane asylums and prisons, we might 
find ourselves with more of them than we 
need. 

One hundred and twenty-five years ago, 
in deciding for the Supreme Court of the 
United States that the Federal courts should 
not interv,ene in state political controversies, 
the Court's distinguished Justice Woodbury 
said this: 

"If the people in the distribution of powers 
under the Constitution should ever think of 
making (Federal) judges supreme arbiters in 
political controversies when not selected by 
nor frequently amenable to the people, they 
(the people) will dethrone themselves and 
lose one of their own invaluable birthrights; 
building up in this way slowly but surely a 
new sovereign power in the republic in most 
respects irresponsible and unchangeable for 
Ufe--and one more dangerous than the worst 
elective oligarchy in the worst of times." 
(Luther v. Borden, 7 Howard 51-53-1849) 

Not as slowly, but just as surely, as Justice 
Woodbury prophesied, the separation of pow
ers, which for so long constitutionally char
acterized our Republican form of govern
ment, has been wiped out by the new consol
idated power of the Barons of the Federal 
Bench. 

But the most significant result of its gra
tuitous consolidation of the First Amend
ment with the 14th came when the Court 
held that the First Amendment's "no reli
gious establishment" clause was now sud
denly an indissoluble part of the 14th 
Amendment and thus now and forevermore 
a restriction upon the states. Consequently, 
henceforth the states could not any longer 
permit students in its public schools volun 
tarily to say together, out loud: 

"Almighty God, we acknowledge our de
pendence upon Thee and we beg Thy bless
ings upon us, our parents, our teachers and 
our country." (Engle v. Vitale, 370 U.S. 421, 
1962) 

That was in 1962. Since then, under the 
prodding of professional atheists, the abso
lute divorce of God from the Government 
of the states a nd of the United States has 
been affirmed every time that a case in point 
could manage to get itself before the Su
preme Court for decision. 

The irony of this contrived, official anti
God twist in the Supreme Court's version of 
our constitutional hist ory is disclosed in the 
Congressional Record. The Court has insisted 
that this ruthless separation of God from 
government was written into the First 
Amendment by Congress. However, the Con
gressional Record reveals that on September 
24, 1789, the very same day on which it 

approved the First Amendment, Congress 
called upon President Washington to pro
claim a National Day of Thanksgiving and 
Prayer to Almighty God. 

Wasn't the Supreme Court able to find the 
record of that Congressional call in 1962? 
Or did it ignore it? 

Back in 1917, Vice President Tom Marshall 
suddenly interrupted and cooled down a 
heated Senate debate on the pressing needs 
of the Nation. Said Marshall: "All this coun
try needs is a good five-cent cigar." If Mar
shall came back to look us over today, he 
would probably say that all this country 
needs now is a good exorcist! Old-timers like; 
Marshall would undoubtedly see a lot of 
deviltry in our American way of life and 
strife today. The kidnappings, burglar ies and 
blackmail merely headline the constantly 
rising currents of crime, cruelty, amorality 
and wide-spreading popular fear. 

For the first time in a hundred years, 
Congress is challenging the right of the Pres
iden t to complete his term of office. The 
easy excuse is to blame all of the turmoil on 
the stubborn iniquity of Richard Nixon, but 
in the perspective of our troubles that ex
planation doesn't stand up. Mr. Nixon's pub
licized deficiencies are among t he effects 
rather than the causes of our troubles. 

Vice President Marshall would undoubt
edly say that our present plethora of trou
bles is a Divine Judgment that we have 
brought upon ourselves. He would read the 
Declaration of Independence and then look 
at the present anti-God decisions of the 
United States Supreme Court. He would want 
to know how resou nding was the roar of pro
test from the Bar, the state judges, the col
leges, the churches, the Congress and the 
President whe!l. these no-prayer, anti-God 
decisions were announced? At that time our 
children had been praying aloud in all of our 
schools, public and private, for 170 years 
under the same First Amendment that the 
Supreme Court now uses to silence t hem. 

Was it popular ignorance or popular apathy 
that accommodated our people to this proc
lamation of neutrality for our government in 
the battle between God and the devil? Mar
shall would ask what kind of a face will this 
put upon our upcoming celebration-or will 
it be a cremation-of the Declaration of In
dependence on July 4, 1976? He would re
member that John Adams, who signed the 
Declaration of Independence, wrote to his 
wife the next day that the great event 
"should be solmenized by future generations 
with pomp, parade and bonfires from one end 
of the country to another with acts of devo
tion to God Almighty from this time for
ward forevermore." 

Marshall would have missed what Presi
dent Coolidge said about the Declaration on 
its 150th anniversary in 1926, but he prob
ably heard about that, too. Listen to it: 

"There 1s a finality about 1ts self-evident 
truths that is exceedingly restful ... No 
advance, no progress can be made beyond 
these propositions. If anyone undertakes to 
deny these truths, the only direction in 
which he can proceed historically is back
ward to the time when there were no rights 
of the individual ... These principles have 
their source and roots in religious convic
tions. Unless the faith of the American 
people in these religious convictions is to 
endure, the principles of the Declaration of 
Independence will perish." 

Now, at this point, we would be forced to 
tell Marshall the hard truth. During the last 
eight years Presidents Johnson and Nixon 
have appointed three commissions which 
have spent mllUons of dollars doing nothing 
a.bout the upcoming 200th anniversary of 
the Declaration. Unfortunately the only ac
tivity that I have encountered in connec
tion with 1976 is by an organization that ig
nores the Declaration of Independence and 
is hailing the anniversary as a time to bring 
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about a new revolution which will destroy 
our constitutional system by the establish
ment of a Maxist government for the United 
States. 

Are the officially appointed Presidential 
Commissioners afraid that they may be en
joined, or arrested if this precious, priceless 
document is read and explained over the air 
and otherwise publicized under their aus
pices? 

Remember, please, that it is the 200th an
niversary of the Declaration of Independ
ence that we are to celebrate in 1976. We are 
not commemorating the anniversary of our 
national tµdependence itself; that was not 
confirmed until 1783. In 1976 we will, or 
should be, celebrating the survival of our 
Republic as it is defined and previewed in 
this inspired and inspiring prospectus for 
our free constitutional system. So at the 
moment it is the Declaration of Independ
ence that ts calling-in vain-for volunteers. 

I therefore hope and pray that political 
Conservatives will move in at once and en 
masse to occupy the disgraceful vacuum that 
now surrounds this upcoming bicentennial. 
And let all Conservatives who aspire to be 
President, Senator, Congressman, governor 
or state legislator adopt the Declaration of 
Independence as the supporting base of their 
platform, with the Ten Commandments as 
the next adjacent plank. 

This wm remind our countrymen that each 
and all must govern themselves according 
to God's moral laws if the constitutionally 
limited civil government of our Repub11c is 
to succeed and be sustained. This resounding 
conservative act of faith will catch the con
science of every patriotic American. It will 
cut our bewildered people loose from the 
Wickedness and snares of the Devil who now 
slithers through the seductive Utopian doc
trines of Permissiveism, Behaviorism, Hu
manism, Liberalism, · Socialism and Commu
nism. 

It will revive the unconquerable "Spirit of 
'76" that is the key to the survival and re
vitalization of the Republic and to a sweep
ing victory for the union of God and Coun
try, one and inseparable, then and now and 
forever. 

A NEED FOR DRASTIC REORDERING 
OF OUR FOREIGN AID PRIORITIES 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
May 29, my distinguished colleague from 
Hawaii, Senator INOUYE, who is also 
chairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee, delivered a speech to the 
western regional convention of the 
American Society of Women Account
ants. His speech eloquently calls atten
tion to six problems of the "era of scarc
ity" that we now live in: poverty, popu
lation, food shortages, infiation, energy 
shortages, and weapons control. After 
analyzing these problems, he calls for 
drastic reform in the way our foreign 
aid is distributed and urges that the 
United States alter its priorities by con
centrating its aid on social and economic 
hardships of the less developed world, 
rather than on military aid, in order to 

• meet the pressing problems of the era of 
scarcity. 

I would like to commend his remarks to 
the serious attention of the Members of 
the Senate, and I ask unanimous con
sent that they be printed in the R~coRD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REMARKS 
(By Senator DANIEL K. INOUYE) 

Since 1970, something almost unnoticed
yet basic and universal-has occurred in the 
world. Mankind has slipped out of the Era of 
Plenty into the Era of Scarcity. This change 
represents the most profound alteration in 
the society of man since the Renaissance. It 
affects each and every one of us to some de
gree today. In the not too distant future, it 
will dominate the lives of two-thirds of man
kind; later, it will overpower the hopes and 
dreams of four-fifths of the world. 

Strangely, very few of us are aware of what 
has happened. However, these world issues 
are of such enormous scale that sensible peo
ple can no longer ignore them. 

United Nations Secretary General Kurt 
Waldheim stressed this when he recently 
said, "The pursuit of short-term national in
terests by any nation or group of nations can 
no longer provide even a brief reprieve from 
the inevitable results of the present trends." 
In an April 15th address before the U.N., 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger called it, 
"the challenge of interdependence." Secre
tary Kissinger stated, "We are part of a single 
international economic system," and he som
berly challenged the assembly and the world 
"to come to terms with the fact of our inter
dependence." 

Like a runaway engine with numerous at
tached cars, there are six major intercon
nected problems that we must face and some
how master if the coll1sion and tragedy that 
confront us all are to be avoided. These 
problems are: poverty, population, food 
shortages, inflation, energy shortages, and 
weapons control. 

Each inescapable element has its own 
properties and problems. When they are 
combined, as they now are rapidly combin
ing, they, like the various elements of a nu
clear bomb, may trigger an explosive chain 
reaction of massive forces--social, econoinic, 
and political. Some are now already a.utte 
evident. 

Poverty grips more than two-thirds of 
the world's people. Some of the world's pov
erty-stricken are here in America, where 19 
million adults over the age of 16 years are 
functionally 11literate and 24 million of our 
citizens are officially malnourished. How
ever, this represents only a small fraction of 
the abject and inhumane poverty that exists 
abroad. While one-third of mankind lives 
in relative abundance-and some in super
abundance-the rest of the world's popula
tion remains entrapped in a web of hunger, 
malnutrition, illiteracy, unemployment, and 
corrosive poverty. The gap between the rich 
and the poor widens daily in an almost in
surmountable chasm. 

Last year, average income in developed 
countries was approximately $2,400 per 
capita. The comparable income in the non
developed countries was $180. Within 10 
years, the industrialized and developed na
tions will raise their per capita income by 
$1,200 to $3,600 per person. Three-quarters of 
the rest of the world will be fortunate to add 
$100 each raising their per capita income to 
$280. Imagine that: by 1980, the numbers 
wm be $3,600 to $280-a 13.1 ratio! 

Each year, 80 per cent of the increase will 
go to those countnes where per capita in
come already averages more than $1,000. 
These countries contain only one-quarter 
of the world's population. A mere 6 per cent 
of the gain wm go to countries with per 
capita incomes averaging $200 or less
countries which nevertheless contain more 
than 60 per cent of the world's people. 

There are many types of poverty. Poverty 
is a relative term. Poverty as experienced in 
America's Appalachia would represent a rea
sonably comfortable Iniddle-class existence 
to the poor of the Sahel or Bangladesh. 

The poorest of the poor-or roughly 40 
per cent of the developing countries-have 
shared almost no growth and live in condi
tions of deprivation that fall below any 
rational definition of human decency. In 
more than twenty countries, the very poor 
earn less than $80 a year or less than 30¢ a 
day. In India alone, more than 210 In1111on 
people-the approximate population of the 
United States-live on less than $40 a year. 

Unless governments can reverse the pres
ent trend, the income share of the poorest 
60 per cent will further decrease while that 
of the richest 5 per cent will continue to 
increase. There has been virtually no "trickle 
down" of resources and income. Here devel
opment efforts have almost completely failed. 

The population problem is undoubtedly 
the greatest single obstacle to world eco
nomic and social improvement. Whlle it took 
our planet approximately two mill1on years 
for the human population to reach three bil
lion, it win require only 35 years at present 
rates to add an additional three bill1on peo
ple. By the year 2000, the earth's population 
will increase by more than one billion per
sons every eight years. 

What does this really mean? Let us try to 
visualize it. If you become a parent today 
and your child lived into his seventies, he 
would know a world of approximately 15 bil
lion people. Today's population is just over 
four b11lion. Assuming this rate of increase 
continues, his grandchild would share a 
world of more than 60 bUlion. Obviously, 
some links in the chain of life would break 
before then. 

The United States and other industrialized 
nations have allocated considerable resources 
and talent to their own population control 
problems. At present, the developed world 
has achieved a stable population with very 
little numerical growth. 

When India announced a year and one 
half ago that she had achieved a decrease in 
her growth rate, it was hoped that the popu
lations of less developed countries might 
be eventually controlled. Now we know that, 
not only did India not achieve the an
nounced reduction, but her population, like 
much of the rest of the Third World, is ac
tually hopelessly out of control. By the year 
2000, the number of inhabitants of the de
veloped and industrialized countries will 
scarcely change, but the populations of the 
developing and less developed nations will 
at least double. Approximately 20 per cent of 
the world's population will then Uve in the 
developed countries. By the year 2040, this 
will drop to just 10 per cent and continue to 
decrease unless we can effect rather massive 
change in the world. 

Of the six international and intra.national 
trends being discussed today, food and food 
shortages are perhaps the most well known 
and pathetic. 

Last year saw food shortages in India, 
Sahel, Bangladesh and other areas of the 
world. That was before the oil crisis. Now 
there will be far less energy available to run 
tractors, irrigate marginal land, and produce 
vital fertmzer. Due to lack of fertmzer alone, 
it is estimated that India's wheat crop will 
be reduced by at least one-third this year. 
Throughout most of Asia, crop production 
will be down sharply and With a 2 to 8 per 
cent yearly population increase certain, a 
huge food deficit threatens. 

For weeks, alarming reports have been 
circulated predicting poor harvests in India, 
Afghanistan, New Guinea, Kenya, Ethiopia, 
and other Third World nations. At present, 
across the Sahel region of North Africa, a 
full-scale starvation grips entire nations. In 
spite of massive international humanitarian 
relief efforts, an ever-increasing number are 
dying, and unless other methods are utillzed, 
millions more wm starve and additional mil
lions will be debilitated and retarded. 

In the developing countries, close to one 
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billion persons presently suffer from severe 
malnutrition or starvation. Twenty to 25 per 
cent of all children die before their fifth 
birthday. The life expectancy is 20 to 30 years 
less than it is here in America. With the 
developed population now stable and the 
developing nations rapidly gaining additional 
inhaJbitants, this chaotic situation will 
worsen. 

A profound moral and political test awaits 
the United States and other developed na
tions on the issue of food. 

Recently a well.known nutritionist at 
Harvard got to the heart of this problem. 
He stated, "The same amount of food that 
is feeding 210 million Americans would feed 
1.5 billion Chinese on an average Chinese 
diet." 

The older developed nations and numerous 
newly-developed nations are constantly im
proving their diets. As the food supply in 
the world during any given year is relatively 
finite and fixed, this dietary improvement is 
often achieved at the expense of marginal 
diets elsewhere. Americans ate 50 pounds of 
beef per capita in 1950. In 1973, it was 119 
pounds per person. Presently an American 
consumes 2,200 pounds of grain-most of it 
to fatten his animals. A Chinese needs only 
400 pounds to live on an average Chinese 
diet. 

Simply averting our attention will not 
deny the linkage between the level of food 
production and consumption in the U.S. and 
other deYeloped nations, and the ever-widen
ing ripple of starvation throughout the 
world. In order to merely maintain the 
present inadequate diets, food production 
must double by the year 2000 to keep up 
with population increases. At present, world 
food reserves are down from the 69-day sup
ply in 1970 to less than a 30-day supply in 
1974-the lowest level since the holocaust 
of World War II. 

While times does not permit me to dwell 
on it at length in this discussion, the inter
related problems of worldwide inflation and 
the energy crisis are pertinent. If oil prices, 
which are now approximately four times 1972 
prices, stay at present levels, it will cost the 
developing countries some $15 blllion more 
for essential imports in 1975 than it did in 
1974. This increase is equivalent to nearly 
five times the total net U.S. development 
assistance in 1972 and almost double the 
total amount of development assistance for 
all developing countries from all sources that 
year. 

This year, all nations must face increased 
oll prices as well as higher prices for essen
tial food, fertilizer, raw m.aterials and/or 
finished products. The rate of inflation 
ranged from some 7 per cent to 25 per cent 
for developed countries this past year. How
ever, the rate wa.s much higher in the non
industriallzed countries where it ranged 
from 20 per cent to 200 per cent. 

Some developing countries will be able 
to partially offset increased prices and in
flation with exports of raw materials. For 
the poorest 40 countries, there is little re
lief available. In the near future, they wlll 
need at least an additional $5 billion in aid 
merely to maintain this sta.bility and sur
vive. 

Perhaps the greatest paradox in the en
tire aid picture centers on weapon develop
ment and procurement. For whatever it is 
worth to America, we are the world's larg
est supplier of weapons and mllitary ma
terial to the developing nations: Planes and 
advisors to Bolivia, F-14 jets to Iran, tanks 
to India and Pakistan, carbines, helicopters 
and transports to the Philippines. The shop
ping list is endless and the customers read 
like a list of the Who's Who in the United 
Nations. 

Over the past decade alone, the United 
States sold or gave away more than $21 
billion in weapons to more than 60 coun
tries. This accounts for more than one-half 
of the total international trade in arms. 

Even more unsettling 1s the fact that our 
military exports have doubled in the past 
four years and jumped again this year-to 
more than $5.4 billion. 

We supply not only arms and material, 
but also war technology and advisors. Many 
thousands of police and mllitary have been 
trained with U.S. foreign assistance and 
weapons development encouraged. You may 
have noticed that a few weeks ago, India, 
one of the largest and poorest nations on 
the earth, exploded a nuclear device under
ground. At a time when her millions are 
literally starving, India has invested mil
lions of dollars and valuable technology in 
the preliminary production of a nuclear 
oapab111ty. 

Last year, I called for our government to 
curtail this senseless policy of weapons 
distribution and sales. I urged at that time 
that the Administration attempt to bring 
.about a meaningful inernational agreement 
on conventional (non-nuclear) arms distri
bution, especially in the developing world. 

Americans are the most generous and hu
manitarian people in the world. Since World 
War II, the United States has provided more 
than $183 billion to the world in interna
tional assistance. In a recent public poll, 84 
per cent believed it to be in the best interest 
of the United States to help other countries. 
Almost 70 per cent favored the United States 
providing direct and multilateral assistance 
to the developing world. Yet, foreign aid ls 
the most unpopular program within the 
Congress and in the nation. 

As chairman of the Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations Com
mittee, I can assure you that there are many 
valid reasons that Americans react this way. 

Whereas most Americans believe that for
eign aid means "helping other countries and 
people by sending money and food," mllitary 
items and police training represent a larger 
percentage of our total foreign aid than does 
economic and humanitarian assistance. 

Our priorities in the way aid is distributed 
also need reordering. What is the Adminis
tration's sense of values-what is the grasp 
of the real problems facing humanity-when, 
this year, the Administration proposes to 
spend ten times as much on South Viet Nam 
with a population of 19 mil11on persons, as 
on India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh with a 
total population of 711 m11lion? 

Clearly, drastic reforms are called for. For
eign aid, throughout the 1950's and 1960's, 
was closely associated with our overall for
eign policy objectives of gaining polltical ad
vantage in the Cold War. Today, the over
all goals of the foreign assistance programs 
of the United States must not be primarily to 
halt the flow of communism and aggression. 
Detente and improved relations with the 
Soviet Union and China have removed much 
of that menace. Today, if our aid is to con
tinue to be supported by Congress and the 
American people, it must speak to the real 
social and economic problems found in the 
less-developed world. 

In addition, the entire U.S. assistance ap
paratus-which is the most top-heaivy and 
expensive of all governmental agencies-must 
reduce its administrative cost and redirect its 
efforts. 

The military component must be taken 
out of the foreign· aid bill. In the past, it 
was argued that the m111tary aspects helped 
to justify the economic and humanitarian 
aspects. I believe this is no longer the case. 
The world urgency of development-energy, 
food, and social-will easily absorb all the 
funds that we can make available for assist
ance. Continuing to pour American tax dol
lars and technology into bolstering the po
lice and mllltary forces of more than sixty 
nations can no longer be justl:fled. In most 
cases, it compounds-rather than eases-the 
problem. Assistance should and does begin 
at home. We find ourselves in a rising price 
spiral, which demands that the expenditures 
of our tax dollars must be fully justl:fled. 

Poverty, illiteracy, ·and hunger still exist 
within our land and our first priority must 
be to assist our own citizens. 

Whatever funds the United States can 
make available for foreign assistance must be 
directed to reach and to assist the poorest 
people elsewhere in the world-not the rich
est, as has too often been the case in the 
past. 

A complete foreign aid reassessment ls es
sential. In the past, aid from rich to poor 
nations has had only a limited success infos
tering development. Given the scope of the 
problems now forming throughout the world, 
our aid philosophy and methodology are an
tiquated and doomed to fail. The .dangers of 
unbalanced economic and social world growth 
cannot be ignored. The adjustments must be
gin now. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJ
ECTS CAN HELP SOLVE POV
ERTY PROBLEMS-OR AGGRA
VATE THEM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 

number of reports from the drought
stricken nations of the Sahel have 
pointed out how past economic develop
ment projects have often contributed 
to the problems of this extremely poor 
area rather than to providing solutions. 
The most recent such report is Ray Vic
ker's article in the Wall Street Journal 
of May 24, "Ancient Enemy: Many Peo
ple and Cattle Exacerbate the Effects of 
Drought in Africa." 

It is pointed out that cattle vaccina
tion programs have resulted in herds too 
large for these marginal lands to · bear. 
Wells dug in semidesert areas have re
sulted in overgrazing in the well areas. 
With the grass gone, cattle have stripped 
and killed the trees that prevented soil 
erosion. In farming are·as, concentration 
on the production of on cash crop has 
caused deterioration of the soil. 

Not only in the Sahel, but in many 
other parts of Africa as well, growing 
populations have in recent years been 
pushing against the limits of their land. 
More and more people are trying to make 
a living from Africa's marginal lands
farming and raising livestock in areas 
where rains are uncertain, where fre
quent years of drought destroy crops and 
pastureland. The dependence of ever 
greater numbers of people on these lands 
threatens the ecological environment 
and, at the same time, makes the con
sequences of drought and famine more 
severe. 

The effects of development projects in 
the Sahel that did not take into account 
the total environment have taught us the 
great need for integrated development 
planning in this and all similar areas. To 
increase the cattle population in order to 
increase meat production, to drill wells 
at random in order to provide more 
water, to concentrate on increasing the 
production of a single cash crop, are ob
viously shortsighted projects which • 
might raise incomes in the short run but 
have disastrous consequences for the 
economy in the long run. Unfortunately, 
these are often the least expensive de
velopment projects for countries with few 
resources. They require a minimum of 
training and detailed planning. 

But as this article points out, it is 
training and careful planning that are 
essential if these mistakes are not to be 
repeated in the Sahel and other parts of 
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Africa. Herdsmen must be taught to raise 
fewer, better quality livestock-and pro
vided with easy access to markets where 
their cattle may be sold. Research must 
be done on the kinds of crops and pat
terns of crop rotation most suitable to 
semiarid areas-and least damaging to 
the ecological environment. And efforts 
must be made to increase production per 
acre on the good land, so that fewer peo
ple will have to move to marginal areas 
to make a living. 

The MIT study that AID 
0

has commis
sioned on the ecological effects of various 
development alternatives for the Sahel is 
a promising indication that we have 
learned that development requires more 
than simply increasing output in the 
short-run. But there is a need for a much 
greater commitment on the part of the 
developing countries and the interna
tional donor community to research in 
livestock and crop production in areas 
where rainfall is inadequate and uncer
tain, to adapting the findings of this re
search to the ecological requirements of 
each area, and to investing in the human 
resources of these countries as well as the 
natural resources. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Ray Vicker's article, "Ancient 
Enemy: Many People and Cattle Exacer
bate the Effects of Drought in Africa," 
from the May 24, 1974 Wall Street Jour
nal, be printed iP the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ANCIENT ENEMY-MANY PEOPLE AND CATTLE 

EXACERBATE THE EFFECTS OF DROUGHT IN 
AFRICA 

(By Ray Vicker) 
TIMBUKTU, MALl.-Two bony cows stand 

motionless in the glaring sunlight a.bout 40 
miles north of here, watching a blue-robed 
nomad of the Tuareg tribe cut down a. lone 
acacia tree in a barren gully. As the tree 
crashes to the ground, the cows move slowly 
toward the leaves. They are starved for 
food, but too weak to run for it. 

"There! You a.re seeing one of the causes 
of this drought," shouts a British agricul
tural expert on an aid mission as he brakes 
his Land Rover. He points to the fallen, 
stripped trees that lie a.long the gully. "The 
few trees help hold the sotl for grass to grow 
after the rains," he explains. "With the trees 
gone the soil blows . away, and there will be 
no grass for a long time even if the rains 
return to normal." 

It is a lesson in the fragile ecology of this 
vast Sahel, the sub-Saharan region that ts 
suffering from the worst drought in living 
memory. It is a drought that stretches across 
Africa. from the Atlantic to Ethiopia and the 
Indian Ocean. A shift in weather patterns ts 
the essential cause, of course, but over
population and overgrazing and other bad 
agricultural practices are tightly interwoven 
tn the reasons why this drought ts so severe
and why recovery, when and if it comes, will 
be agonizing and expensive. 

The drought ts of such staggering propor
tions that relief and aid agencies thus have 
focused most of their efforts on trying to 
feed the hungry; the problems of the 
drought's longer-term effects largely have 
been set a.side. 

AID ISN'T A SIMPLE MATTER · 

There are six mlllion to eight million peo
ple in the Sahel who are acutely affected by 
the drought, plus unknown millions more in 
Ethiopia, where statistical enumeration is 
lacking. The volume of food aid for these 
people is llkely to total 600,000 metric tons 

• 

this year, up from 450,000 tons last year, 
says Kenneth A. P. Stevenson, the Rome
based director of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization's Office for the Sahellan Rellef 
Operation. 

Aid in this part of the world isn't a sim
ple task. Often, determining where to send 
the food necessitates surveys, which the dirt
poor countries hit by the drought can't 
handle themselves. Then, roads, communica
tions and such sometimes must be estab
lished in order to get the food to where it is 
needed. From Ethiopia in the east to Mauri
tania in the west, United Nations, Red Cross 
and other aid groups are frantically working 
long hours to create patchwork distribution 
fac111ties. 

Near Dessie, Ethiopia, for instance, a 
British army team hacks feeder roads to re
mote vlllages that previously had to rely on 
mules to bring in supplies. Air ~ransport 
would seem to be a faster, more efficient 
way to distribute urgently needed food and 
medical supplles, but aid officials largely 
avoid it. Why use precious aid funds on a.tr 
transport, they ask, when the money might 
be better used for building roads that may 
be permanent? 

It is a pertinent question, for if meteorol
ogical pessimists are right, African drought 
relief could develop into a long-lasting task. 

THE HUMAN FACTOR OF DROUGHT 

In fertile areas with considerable rain
fall, somewhat less may not matter much. 
But in marginal lands such as the Sahel 
even a relatively small decline can be cata
strophic. The African drought is not marked 
by a complete lack of rain; there usually ls 
some during the June-September rainy sea
son. What counts, though, ls the volume of 
rain through the summer and its distribu
tion over the Sahel. Since 1968, the rainfall 
has been under average and too spotty to 
sustain the demands that people are placing 
on the land. 

"It won't be untll next September that 
we will know whether or not adequate rain
fall this year is breaking the drought," Al
exander Rotical, UN aid chief in Mali, says 
in his Bamako office. 

Meanwhile, some think the Sahel ha.s 
been so devastated by drought that it will 
take more than a year of rain to end it. One 
theory is that the Sahara is . relentlessly 
moving south, enveloping pasture and farm
ing land. But others aren't so sure. "If the 
phenomenon of desertification exists at all, it 
is due to the human and animal element and 
not to climatic variations," says Marcel 
Roche, a Paris scientist with the French Or
ganization for Scientific Research in Over
seas Territories. 

There certainly ts much evidence support
ing this condition. Population in the Sahel 
is increasing at a rate of nearly 3 % annually, 
according to A. I. Grove, an authority on 
desert countries at the University of Cam
bridge in England. The Sahel has "one of the 
highest birth rates in the world," Prof. Grove 
says. 

These growing numbers of Africans value 
cattle for prestige as well as for wealth. 
They tend to push the expansion of herds to 
the llmit, with each ma.n's social and eco
nomic position determined by the siz.e of his 
herd. There were an average of 18 million 
cattle in the Sahel from 1960 to 1965, the 
FAO-estimates. By 1971 there were some 25 
million-about equal to the human popula
tion. This number has declined since then 
as more animals died because of drought, 
but the herds stlll are too big for the avail
able pastures to sustain safely. 

In 1968, before the present drought set 
in, some areas were being grazed by 6,000 
cattle where, the experts said, 600 would 
have been ideal given the water and 
the pasture. Now there are more cattle and 
less water. New wells have . been drilled to 
provide water for the increasing number of 
animals, which lowers the water table. 

"The new wells have allowed seasonal 
pastures to become all-year pastures," says 
A. Blair Rains, a British expert on African 
agriculture. "Now there are far more cattle 

· per area, resulting in serious deterioration 
of the pasture." 

Overgrazing has been so serious that even 
the roots of grasses have been destroyed. The 
few remaining trees are being cut down for 
their leaves to feed animals. Large patches 
of the Sahel have been stripped so bare 
that it might take seven to 15 years to re
hab111tate them even with good rains, some 
experts say. 

Sedentary farmers on the savannahs of 
the drought's southern edge also contribute 
toward diminishing the land's productivity. 
Most of them raise cattle as well as till the 
soil, and sometimes they farm land that 
might better have been left as pasture. 

"But what can you do when the pressure 
of population calls for ever more food?" 
asks one French adviser to the government 
of Niger. He shrugs and lifts his hands in a 
gesture of helplessness. 

Some answers may be forthcoming this 
fall when a U.S.-sponsored study of the re
gion ls due to be completed by Massachu
setts Institute of Technology. The study, 
which uses systems-analysis techniques, 
may become the framework for long-range 
development in the area. 

Meanwhile, some farfetched ideas are 
surfacing in the vacuum of realistic options. 
One of these schemes, proposed by those 
who think the drought's devastation might 
be halted by a torrent of ca.sh, is to plant a 
green belt of trees across the Sahara. Pre
sumably, this green belt would catch and 
hold moisture and thus provide pasture for 
the cattle. 

But the only type of tree that grows in the 
Sahel ts the stunted acacia, which has diffi
culty growing at all in places where a green 
belt would be most needed. Moreover, young 
trees are great gulpers of water, so in its 
first four years the green belt would require 
all the water of the Sahel; after that the 
trees might sink roots deep enough to reach 
underground wa.ter. But how would all the 
water of the Sahel be moved to the green 
belt? And how would people survive if all 
the water went to the trees? And who would 
pay for all this? 

More practical programs call for teaching 
the people in the Sahel to practice more effi
cient farming and pasturing techniques, to 
husband the water they have and to fight 
erosion. Practical, that is, assuming that the 
six-year drought will end someday. That it 
might not ts too terrible for people here to 
contemplate. 

"We can't even admit that this 'drought' 
is anything but cyclical, nor can anybody 
else who is in aid work," says one western 
diplomat in Niamey, Niger. 

"We are participating in short-range aid 
programs--purpose of seed to replant again 
this year, for instance-and other such as
sistance. We would be foolish to re<)ommend 
such aid if we thought this drought were 
long-term. We would be throwing money 
away that might better be used for resettl
ing these people," he explained. 

Resettle them where? The question prompts 
a shrug. Is there a sincere conviction that 
the drought will end? 

"But you don't understand," the diplo
mat says emotionally. "We can't even think 
of this being long-term. God! That would 
be too awful for any of us to face." 

PRESENTATION OF PORTRAIT BUST 
OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON 

Mr .. B.ENTSEN. Mr. President, it was 
my privilege to be a guest on May 29 at 
the unveiling of the bust of President 
Johnson at the National Portrait Gal
lery. Our distinguished colleague, HUBERT 
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HUMPHREY, the Vice President under 
Lyndon Johnson, was the principal 
speaker. His eloquence was evident, as 
was the deep feeling which he expresses, 
a feeling which those who knew Lyndon 
Johnson share. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
marks of Senator HUMPHREY be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHRE"i' 

It is a very great plea.sure for me, and a 
personal pleasure, to return here to the 
Portrait Gallery and to share in the pres
entat10n of this remarkable likeness of Lyn· 
don Baines Johnson. I want you to look at it. 
That sculpture almost comes alive to us. It 
ls unfortunate that Miss Mason can't be 
here with us today to share in the spirit of 
this occasion, to see the many friends that 
are here--people that she has known so well, 
and to feel the admiration that her artistic 
work evokes. I'm sure you will agree with me 
that she has given loving attention to detail, 
and she has captured what you and I know 
as the qualities of this man-the dynamic 
and vital qualities of a man who was a leader 
in whatever position that he occupied. 

rt is difficult, even now, for me and, I am 
sure, for any of you-to speak of him as if he 
were not with us--present, physically. So, I 
am going to ask you to think of him in 
those terms-to look on him as a man of the 
present, and indeed, a man of the future, for 
surely his is a vital and perpetual and, for 
me, a continuing presence. And I am con
fident that that's the feeling of the millions 
and millions of people who knew and loved 
him, and who truly benefltted from the goals 
and dreams that he pursued. How wen I re
call how President Johnson would say to me 
that, as President, he was the man that had 
to speak for the people who could not speak 
for themselves. The person who serves as 
President has to be strong enough to speak 
for the weak and has to have the sense of 
ideals and presence to speak for those that 
may not be heard or who may be forgotten. 

I want Lady Bird, and I want all of the 
friends of Lyndon Johnson, and indeed his 
family to know that I consider the greatest 
privilege of my life to have had the oppor
tunity to serve with him-to be a candidate 
o the ticket with him; to run for election 
and win with him; and to be the Vice Presi
dent of the United States in his Administra
tion. 

Mortality is a strange phenomenon. And 
when reflecting on the life of a great or his
torical figure, the temptation ls always to 
want to enlarge and exaggerate the qualities 
of the one who ls remembered so fondly. 

But I'm going to level with you. I think 
it's impossible for any of us here to grasp 
at this hour and this time the full meaning 
of Lyndon Johnson's life. This will require 
the refinement of time, the refinement indeed 
of historical perspective, to filter out the 
dust of the minutiae, so that we can find 
the solid rock of character and of accom
plishment that really symbolize and repre
sent the man, his politics, his Administration. 

What we can and do know is that hewas 
a unique man. I have \ioted down here that 
he was a giant of a man. When he embraced 
you, you were embraced. And when he 
chastised you, you were chastised! There was 
no doubt, no ambivalence, no indifference. 

He was a giant of a man that was groomed 
and nurtured in the great Texas hill country 
that he loved so much. He was touched by 
the disparities of great wealth and cruel 
poverty; by the arbitrary divisions of the 
North and of the South; and between the 
privileged and the deprived; and between the 
great and the mean. 

Lyndon Johnson worked his way, fought 
his way, earned his way to the pinnacle of 
political power. I had a chance in a few years 
to watch that remarkable advance. We came 
to the Senate together in the same year of 
1949. He moved in the company of the great 
world and national leaders. How well I re
member. He used to tell me about people 
that I'd only read about, that he knew. But 
one thing I recall ls rthat he never once lost 
sight of who he was, what he was, who he 
was for, and what he as for-in other words, 
his mission. Rooted firmly and squarely in 
the best traditions of our Nation, this man 
had a clear and sensitive understanding that 
people, not institutions, are the foundation 
of our government. He knew the first three 
words of the Constitution-"We the People." 
He never got them confused. He understood 
that the whole objective of government ls 
what Thomas Jefferson said it was to be. 
You may recall that Jefferson said that the 
only legitimate objective of government is 
the health, happiness and well-being of the 
people. And that, indeed, was the guiding 
philosophy of President Johnson, who wanted 
to be remembered as the man who made 
great contributions to education, and wanted 
to be remembered as having opened the doors 
of opportunity for every American and even 
extending his great strong hand and arm 
to help people walk through those doors. 

H'.e was keenly aware of the worth of every 
person and the responsibility of govern
ment-and particularly the President-to 
speak to the needs and aspirations of those 
who are deprived of the opporutnity to en
joy the promises of freedom. I guess that's 
what drew me to him more than anything 
else. 

And looking on the life of a fallen leader, 
we are sometimes inclined to speak of the 
achievements that he left behind, as I have 
here for this moment. But Lyndon John
son's legacy is not the past. It ls a living one. 
It ls here and now-and that legacy ls found 
in the face of a black child who will never 
again be forced to live in a society that has 
been divided on the basis of race. 

It is a legacy of universal suffrage for all. 
I think that the one moment that he was 
happier than any time that I witnessed him 
in the legislative process was that moment 
in the joint session of the Congress when he 
addressed us on the voting rights-voting 
rights for everybody, and said, "We shall over
come!" That was a moment of tremendous 
emotion, and also of great purpose. 

It's a legacy that he's left us for elderly 
Americans, hope for their greater security in 
their final and their dwindling years. 

It is a legacy of education for every Amer
ican boy and girl. Can't you just hear him 
say that he wanted every American boy and 
girl to have all the education that they could 
take, all that they could absorb. 

And it's a legacy for economic opportunity 
for hundreds of thousands of disadvantaged 
citizens. I'd like to say here that the one 
war that this man really wanted to win, and 
the one that he wanted to wage, was the 
War on Poverty-not just the war on the pov
erty of the purse, but the poverty of spirit. 

The list is endless, but most of all Lyndon 
Johnson left us with hope for the survival 
of our precious democracy. He showed us 
that the most diverse elements could be 
brought together. He understood the pre
amble of the Constitution-that we were 
required to form a more perfect union; to 
establish justice; to insure domestic tran
quility; to provide for the common defense; 
to promote the general welfare; and to se
cure the blessings of liberty for ourselves 
and our posterity. 

And he believed that these things could be 
done in the political process-with reason. 
and debate and decision. He defined for me 
and for you the challenges, and he showed 

us a way to meet them-upright, head-on .. 
and not to retreat. 

So this particular bust of this good man 
will remain here for our countrymen to see 
and to ponder. And I invite all Americans 
to remember not just the President, but to 
remember the man, Lyndon Johnson. Be 
proud of his accomplishments, for he was 
truly one of our own. Let's not look to his 
achievements as a static history of his peri
od, but view them, rather, as a challenge 
to tackle the tough jobs that remain-just 
as he did, with a fierce, at times, and an un
compromising ,hatred for injustice, bigotry. 
and poverty which you and I know and 
which he knew sap the life of our people 
and taint the blessings of liberty. 

Now I'm privileged to present a beauti
ful and wonderful woman that stood with 
this man through the years-a constan~ 
source of inspiration to him, a constant 
source of strength. When I think of Presi
dent Johnson, I can't help but think also 
that the Nation received two for one-a 
President and Lady Bird Johnson. God bless 
you. • 

AMERICANISM-OUR PRIVILEGE 
AND OUR STRENGTH 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to
day when so many people have lost con
fidence in the Government, it is refresh
ing to find a reaffirmation of the values 
upon which this country was founded. 

I recently came across just such a re
affirmation. It was in the forum of an 
essay written by Ruth Ringelstetter of 
Lake Mills, Wis., who submitted it in the 
yearly Wisconsin American Legion es
say contest. This year's theme was 
"Americanism-Our Privilege and Our 
Strength." 

Her essay, which won first place in the 
grades 10-12 division, reminds us of our 
heritage and our opportunities. Most im
portantly, she points out that our 
strength is "the fact that we are one as 
Americans, and millions as individuals.'' 

It is a pleasure to salute Ruth on her 
accomplishment and the many students 
across Wisconsin who took part in this 
worthwhile event. 

I ask unanimous consent that her es
say be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the essay 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD.., 
as follows: 
AMERICANISM-OUR PRIVILEGE AND O'Ult 

STRENGTH 

What is it about Americans that make 
them so special? Is it the books they read? 
The movies they see? The way they dress? 
The people they know? 

No, it's none of the above. Americans are 
special merely because of the freedom they 
represent to the rest of the world. Where
else but in America can a person come from 
a ghetto and soon be making millions of' 
dollars doing something he really enjoys
such as playing basketball? 

America is a land of opportunities. People
work where they want to work. They have a. 
choice in everything they do. Some choices 
are merely between a good choice and a bad 
one, but others are between equally good 
choices. 

This vast land of America is a land of in
tellects, of artists, of writers, doctors or law
yers; but no matter what a person ls, he re
mains the most valuable of all things-an 
individual. 

American children are taught of their in
heritance, but they are, at the same time 
taught that they should have their own 
thoughts and not be afraid to voice them_ 

• 
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This is where he American strength lies-in 
the individuality of the people and their 
ideas. Without them, America would remain 
the same-not changing-not growing, and, 
"in order to form a more perfect union" 
America must continue to listen to the ideas 
and dreams of its people. 

America. is strong because the people ca.re 
a.bout each other, and ca.re what happens 
to their country, and to their homes and 
a.re willing to fight for them. 

It is the privilege of every American to 
believe what he will and to become what he 
wants: Americans are free from birth. It's 
not something they have to work for: it is 
a privilege of every American. 

Americans complain a lot, but sometimes 
complaint is necessary in order to bring 
about a change for the better. Americans are 
people who know what they want from life 
and who help each other get where they're 
going in life. 

The American government has its prob
lems, but every government does, and our 
democratic government is one of the better 
governments in the world. 

From living in America a person gets a 
better outlook on life and knows the things 
that make him free. Every American with 
an idea should voice it even though it may 
seem stupid or not worth the bother. This is 
his country-the land of the free. 

It is, therefore a privilege to be an Ameri
can-to be associated with its greatness and 
to be a part of all that happens. 

So our Americanism or the Americanism 
in each one of us is our strength. We will 
work together to create a better place to 
live, to breathe, and to be, just to be 
Americans. This is our strength-the fact 
that we are one as Americans, and millions 
as individuals. 

MCPL'S REPORT ON THE ROLE OF 
CONGRESS IN THE LAW OF THE 
SEA CONFERENCE 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr President, the 

UN Law of the Sea Conference will con
vene in Caracas next month for its first 
session. The aim of the Conference is to 
draft the vitally needed new interna
tional laws to provide for the orderly use 
of the oceans and the resources they 
contain. 

I think we all recognize that solutions 
to the problems, old and new, which con
front us in the marine environment will 
be viable only if they have the support of 
the international community. It is not 
merely fitting, but necessary, that we 
endeavor to reach accord on the use and 
development of the oceans through mul
tilateral negotiations. 

A great deal of preparatory work over 
a period of years has preceded the Law of 
the Sea Conference. The issues on the in
ternational level have received consider
able attention in the Congress. Over 50 
pieces of ocean-related legislation have 
been introduced in the 93d Congress. 
Until now, however, there has been no 
study of the congressional role with re
gard to the Law of the Sea Conference. 

I am happy to report that Members of 
Congress for Peace Through Law has 
given this matter attention. This orga
nization's Committee on the World En
vironment and International Coopera
tion, of which I am vice chairman, held 
a symposium on Congress role late in 
January at Airlie House, Va., bringing 
together Congressmen, representatives 

of the executive branch, and ocean ex
perts. Under the leadership of the com
mittee's chairman, Representative GIL
BERT GUDE, of Maryland, who has just 
been appointed a congressional delegate 
to the Law of the Sea Conference, the 
panel examined in detail the interaction 
of the Congress and the Executive in de
veloping ocean policy. I believe that 
the report of this symposium will be of 
considerable interest to Members and 
their staffs and, therefore, I ask unani
mous consent that the full text of this 
report be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
a. follows: 
THE ROLE OF CONGRESS IN THE LAW OF THE SEA 

[Report of a symposium sponsored by the 
world environment and international co
operation committee of Members of Con
gress for Peace through Law) 

PREFACE 

The year 1974 may be marked by history 
as a time when men and nations began to 
take significant steps toward establishing 
durable institutions for the peaceful and 
equitaible regulations of their relations and 
their use of the planet they inhabit. Or, it 
may be recorded as another instance of man's 
failure to live in harmony with his fellows 
and his environment. The verdict will be 
registered in the outcome of the United Na
tions Law of the Sea Conference and its at
tempt to erect a foundation for comprehen
sive international ocean law. 

It is clear that existing ocean law is no 
longer adequate to meet the demands made 
of it. The combined pressures of expanding 
technology and increasing exploitation of 
the resources of the sea present the nations 
negotiating at Caracas and Vienna with both 
complex problems and powerful incentives. 

To these problems there are no safe and 
simple answers. No solutions exist that will 
satisfy every interest of every nation. Differ
ent perspectives and different proposals exist 
not only between but within nations and the 
problems of developing common-interest ap
proaches is not less difficult for individual 
governments. 

It is to the pa.rt played in this process by 
the Congress that Members of Congress for 
Peace through Law addressed themselves in 
an Airlie House symposium in January, 1974. 
The participants did not attempt to achieve 
an agreed position for the United States in 
the Law of the Sea Conference. Rather, they 
explored their differing concerns and con
ceptions in an effort to find areas of con
sensus and to ensure that both the legisla
tive and executive branches would carry out 
their obligations in the formulation of ocean 
law in a climate of candor and mutual under
standing. 

In this regard the symposium was a dis
tinct success. The reader will find 1n the ac
companying report of the symposium not 
only refiect1ons of the differences which were 
expressed but also intimations of the spirit of 
frankness and cooperation which prevailed. 
I would like to express my gratitude to all the 
symposium participants for their part in the 
discussions. Special thanks are due to Sena
tor Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island, to Rep
resentative Don Clausen of California and to 
Professor John Norton Moore of the U.S. 
Department of State for their thoughtful 
contributions as panelists. 

GILBERT GUDE, 
Chairman, Committee on World Environ

ment and International Cooperation 
of Members of Congress for Peace 
Through Law. 

EXECUTIVE PERSPECTIVES ON THE ROLE OF 
CONGRESS 

For reasons of both practice and principle, 
the Congress has an important role in the 
formulation of international ocean law. Since 
the 1974 Law of the Sea Conference pro
vides a unique opportunity for achieving a 
comprehensive, widely-ratified, common-in
terest treaty and since the consequences of 
a. failure to reach such an agreement are 
staggering, it is crucial that both Houses 
actively involve themselves in this process. 

More specifically, there are five compelling 
reasons for maximizing Congressional input 
to the development of ocean law. They are: 

1. The necessity for obtaining the advice 
and consent of the Senate to any treaty 
developed in the Law of the Sea Confer
ence. It is especially desirable to avoid what 
may be termed, in reference to the Versailles 
Treaty, a "Woodrow Wilson syndrome." 

2. The desire to have the decision process 
as broadly based as possible, permitting all 
those affected to participate through their 
elected · representatives in the Congress. 

3. The existence of a large reservoir of 
ocean expertise in the Congress, especially on 
the nine House and Senate committees which 
address ocean-related matters. 

4. The need to promote interaction be
tween national legLsla ti on and the inter
na tional negotiations, especially during the 
interim period, when portions of the treaty 
might be provisionally applied, between the 
signing of a Law of the Sea convention and 
its ratification. 

5. The need to prepare the groundwork 
for eventual legislation implementing a Law 
of the Sea convention, which might include 
articles permitting provisional application, 
after ratification by the Senate, especially 
legislation in the areas of fisheries and sea·· 
bed mining. 

The fourth point--ha.rmonizing national 
legislation with the negotiating process-is 
especially significant. While serious problems 
exist in regard to fisheries-problems caus
ing the Congressional concern which led to 
the 200 mile fisheries jurisdiction bills-a 
comprehensive Law of the Sea treaty could 
resolve the fisheries issue through some form 
of 200 mile coastal state resource jurisdic
tion. If, however, there were a. major uni
lateral shift toward extended coastal state 
jurisdiction, during the interim period of 
the negotiations, such action could imping-a 
on the viabllity of the conference itself, on 
enforcement (especially in relation to Japan 
and the Soviet Union). and on the nature 
of the agreement. The Cold War between 
Britain and Iceland 1s an instance of the kind 
of enforcement problems and major con
frontations that might issue from unilateral 
action. 

Similar problems might a.rise from pas
sage of legislation like H.R. 12233, the deep 
seabed hard minerals bill, which would give 
Congressional sanction to unilateral seabed 
mining. The administration's preference is 
to obtain an international agreement for this 
purpose and to resolve problems by multi
lateral negotiations. 

To ensure that U.S. policy in the Law 
of the Sea Conference is a national policy 
not a. special interest policy, the State De
partment has taken several steps that will 
increase Congressional participation; among 
them are: . 

1. Providing for maximum flow of informa
tion through Congressional hearings. 

2. Involving Congressmen in the work of 
the United States delegation through the ap
pointment of six House members and eight 
Senate members as Congressional delegates. 

3. Adding Congressmen to the private sec
tor advisory committee, which now has 80 
representatives from the fields of interna
tional law, the environment, the fishing in-
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dustry, maritime industries, and the extrac
tive industries. 

4. Institution of a Congressional liaison 
position in the Interagency Task Force's Law 
of the Sea office. 

Two controversial problems which could 
have an impact on Congressional reactions 
to a Law of the Sea Treaty are: provisons for 
international revenue-sharing and royalty 
arrangements in the oceans and initiatives 
being taken with respect to national energy 
policy. 

As to energy, Federal Energy Oftlce repre
sentatives have recently been added to the 
National Security Council Interagency Task 
Force on the Law of the Sea. Furthermore, 
President Nixon's 1970 statement of the U.S. 
position on the oceans is considered by the 
State Department to be fully consistent with 
energy policies developed since then. 

Regarding resource sharing, the U.S. in
troduced in the UN Seabed Committee at its 
1973 Geneva meeting a proposal on a coastal 
seabed economic area, without sp~cifying 
inner or outer boundaries. The issue of where 
the outer limit should be drawn is less im
portant than what measures will apply in 
this economic area and how. The amount of 
royalties and the percentage of revenues from 
this zone to be shared with other states must 
be determined by the need to commence 
resource exploitation. 

In relation to both fishing and seabed min
ing, there must be a treaty to protect equal
ly national and common or international in
terests. These interests could be satisfied, as 
regards mining, by a treaty providing for 
non-discretionary licensing of firms and for 
international conservation and full-utmza
tlon standards. 

The interim period between the drafting 
and the general ratification of a treaty is 
crucial, however. Two ways of coping with 
this interim period are being pursued by 
the United States. The U.S. ls trying to 
achieve provisional solutions in the Inter
national Commission for Northwest Atlantic 
Fisheries (ICNAF) , the last meeting of which 
was most successful, though it left enforce
ment problems unresolved. Secondly, the 
government seeks provisional application of 
any Law of the Sea Treaty after it is signed 
but before it is ratified. This expedient ls 
seen as helping to solve critical "common 
pool" problems first, while leaving detailed 
or unique difficulties to later negotiation. A 
parallel approach was followed in imple
menting the Chicago International Civil 
Aviation Agreement. 
CONGRESSIONAL PERSPECTIVES ON ITS LAW OF 

THE SEA ROLE 

Congress has taken an active and often 
positive interest in ocean affairs on a variety 
of fronts, particularly in recent years. Over 
50 pieces of ocean-releated legislation have 
been introduced in both Houses in the 93rd 
Congress. Most controversial are the bills to 
extend United States jurisdiction for fishing 
and fisheries conservation to 200 miles and 
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to li
cense firms and to grant them leases to 
mine the hard minerals (manganese nodules) 
on the deep seabed. The ocean mining bllls, 
which were reintroduced in modified form in 
both Houses at the opening of second ses
sion, also provide that firms so licensed would 
be indemnified by the U.S. government for 
any losses they might incure as a result of 
provisions of any Law of the Sea convention 
which might come into effect, especially pro
visions restricting their licenses or leases. 

In the past, ,it was the Congress which 
established the Sea Grant College Program in 
1968. Since then, several institutions have 
inaugurated sea grant programs and other 
colleges have indicated their desire to do so. 
The Congress can achieve stlll further prog
ress in this field by authorizing additional 
funding, which has been maintained at a 
static level despite rising costs. Besides pro-

viding the monies for expansion of the Sea 
Grant College Program to other colleges and 
universities, Congress should look toward the 
development of an International Sea Grant 
program, which, in areas such as West Africa, 
could help offset aggravated protein short
ages by promoting aquaculture and technol
ogy-sharing. 

Likewise, the new Bureau of Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific 
Affairs in the State Department, which Sec
retaries Rusk and Rogers had not favored, 
was created by statute of the Congress in 
1973, the only one of the Department's Bu
reaus to be so established. It is now well
regarded and Deputy Secretary Rush was 
particularly pleased at this Bureau, though 
the Department had to be forced to accept it. 

Of more direct importance to ocean law 
was the Senate's draft seabed convent!~, 
Senate Resolution 186 of November 7, 1967. 
Paralleling the slightly earlier action of Mal
tese Ambassador Arvid Pardo in the UN Gen
eral Assembly, this proposed treaty embodied 
six basic principles for governing the action 
of nations in the extraterritorial marine en
vironment. Out of these proposals grew t~e 
1971 Treaty on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea
bed and the Ocean Floor, banning the em
placement of nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction on the seabed · 
beyond national jurisdiction. 

Though the Departments of State and De
fense ridiculed the origin.al proposals as 
premature, the pressures of advancing tech
nology eventually made them a practical nec
essity. 

These same Congressional initiatives play
ed a role in President Nixon's early and for
ward-looking statement of the U.S. position 
on the Law of the sea. This statement may 
be regarded as the jewel of President Nixon's 
foreign relations diadem, matching his ef
forts to improve relations with Moscow and 
Peking. Over time, however, the original U.S. 
negotiating position on ocean space has erod
ed and a special effort must be made to 
maintain it. 

These considerations give weight to the 
notion that, in matters where Congress has 
held views unlike those of the Executive 
Branch, there have been benefits when Con
gress pressed ahead with its own proposals. 
This will continue to be true in the future 
and an analogy may be drawn between the 
original 1967 proposal for a seabed arms 
control treaty, which eventually won the ap
proval of many nations and resounding Sen
ate ratification in February, 1972, and cur
rent proposals to ban the military use of 
environmental and geophysical modification. 
Strong Congressional support for this latter 
effort, expressed in overwhelming Senate 
passage of Senate Resolution 281, could have 
results as rewarding as the Seabed Treaty 
and again demonstrate the foresight of Con
gress. To date, persistent Congressional pres
sure has produced some forward movement 
by the Executive Branch, including a prom
ise of a second study of the proposal and 
some dialogue between the Defense Depart
ment and the Senate in recent hearings. The 
lesson to be learned is that Congress must 
take a lead in innovation with regard to 
ocean affairs and ocean law. 

EXECUTIVE CONCERNS ABOUT CONGRESSIONAL 
ACTION 

Attempts to legislate unilateral solutions 
to some ocean problems could entail signifi
cant costs for the United States. For exam
ple, extension of jurisdiction over fisheries, 
as has been proposed in the Congress, is il
legal under the 1958 convention on ocean 
law and other nations could hale the U.S. 
before the International Court of Justice 
(ICJ) if it so extended its claims. The case 
of Canada, which rescinded its acquiescence 
in compulsory ICJ jurisdiction when it uni
laterally extended its control over Arctic 
waters for pollution abatement purposes, 

provides evidence of the recognition of ICJ 
interest in these matters. Iceland acted sim
ilarly when it claimed additional jurisdic
tion over fishing. 

Thus the United States might lose in the 
ICJ if it unilaterally extended its jurisdic
tion over fisheries in the period before a 
Law of the Sea Treaty ls negotiated, ratified, 
and implemented. It has been objected that 
the ICJ does not have jurisdiction over U.S. 
actions because of the Connally Reservation 
qualifying the international court's compul
sory authority regarding issues which the 
U.S. considers domestic in nature. The ad
ministration, however, favors repeal of the 
Connally Reservation. More importantly, it 
would be difficult, indeed, to assert that a 
200-mile American fisheries zone extending 
over vast international waters is merely a 
domestic matter. 

In any case, such U.S. action as is con
templated in fishing zone bills now before 
the Congress could encourage the very kind 
of unilateralism which the Law of the Sea 
Conference aims at curbing. Other nations 
will be espec1ally unwilling to negotiate and 
accept international obligations if they see 
that the U.S. is moving unilaterally; hence, 
the United States must take the lead in de
veloping multilateral solutions to ocean 
problems. 

Unilateral American extension of ocean 
jurisdiction through legislation would, fur
thermore, undercut the government's nego
tiating positions on the applicability of in
ternational standards to the oceans and 
limitations on coastal nation control over 
oceanographic research, as well as discourage 
functional jurisdiction for the environment 
and for ship construction. Such unilateral 
measures would also appear to support the 
extension of jurisdiction by Peru and Ecua
dor, as well as of other states claiming 200-
mile territorial seas. Finally, it could create 
enforcement problems, particularly with 
Japan and the Soviet Union, in the midst 
of delicate negotiations for a Law of the sea 
Treaty which hopefully will be acceptable to 
them. 

As to the specifics of such a convention, 
the State Department foresees a treaty pro
viding for a territorial sea limited to twelve 
miles with broad resource jurisdiction for 
coastal states beyond that limit. Though the 
issues a.re enormously complex, there is a 
core agreement on these points among par
ticipating nations. If there ls general agree
ment on other issues, such as the character 
of the International Seabed Resources Au
thority and navigation rights, then many 
states may be induced to support coastal na
tion resource jurisdiction out to 200 miles, or 
beyond in the case of fish. Under the species 
approach to fisheries, coastal nations would 
have management respons1b111t1es for coastal 
species; an international regime or regional 
managements would be developed for man
agement of highly migratory species; and 
coastal states would manage anadromous 
species. 

Furthermore, the problem of depleted fish 
stocks is more effectively remedied by meas
ures such as the Pell-Magnuson bill for the 
protection of certain fish stocks than by 
unilateral extension of jurisdiction for fish
ing purposes. 

As regards dispute settlement, especially in 
the proposed 200 mile zone of limited coastal 
nation jurisdiction, the U.S. position stresses 
complsory arbitration by a third-party. The 
United States has, moreover, introduced draft 
articles for an ocean tribunal. 

Many of the proposals made in the Con
gress for solving the problems posed by the 
increasing use of ocean space and ocean re
sources may have consequences more se.rious 
than existing problems. The fact of declining 
fish stocks, which has engendered several bills 
to give U.S. management control over offshore 
fisheries, does not constitute a case for uni
lateral extension of jurisdiction. On the con-
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trary, there is a real irony in the fact that 
a unilateral U.S. extension of fishing jurisdic
tion to 200 miles would destroy the American 
bargaining position on the very issue of in
ternational standards for fisheries manage
ment which would allow the maintenance of 
the maximum sustainable yield of fish. Uni
lateral American action might thus trade a 
near-term gain in some fish stocks for losses 
across the board over the long range. 

Major enforcement problems and a poten
tial for conflict wlll remain in the oceans, 
whether the rights of coastal nations are ex
tended unilaterally or through mu'ltllateral 
agreement. Unilateral action would likely re
sult in increased enforcement problems, 
while extension of claimed U.S. jurisdiction 
would strain the Coast Guard's already over
taxed capacity for enforcement. 

The provisional application of any inter
national Law of the Sea convention nego
tiated at Caracas would help to mitigate some 
of the more pressing problems. The procedure 
still needs to be worked out between the 
Congress and the Executive. Provisional ap
plication could commence upon signing or 
upon Senate ratification. Immediate referral 
of the treaty to the Senate and provisional 
application only after some sort of congres
sional approval appear to represent the wisest 
course. Consultations on this point remain 
to be carried out between the Senate and the 
State Department. 

The concerns of the Congress--expressed 
directly to the Executive Branch and in leg
islation--cannot be finally allayed in advance 
of the Law of the Sea negotiations; yet the 
Congress must give full consideration to the 
costs of a failure to agree on a treaty as a 
result of unilateral action. 

CONGRESSIONAL CONCERNS ABOUT EXECUTIVE 
ACTION 

While Congressmen can approve the U.S. 
negotiating position and its objectives and 
appreciate the necessary a.mbiquity in termi
nology for purposes of negotiation, there re
mains considerable concern in the Congress 
over whether the government will be able to 
achieve the kind of treaty it is seeking in the 
Caracas conference. Pressures from constitu
ents with ocean interests a.re growing and 
there 1s Uttle confidence among these con
stituents in the ability of the U.S. to obtain 
the Law of the Sea convention desired. Even 
1f such a treaty can be negotiated and ratlfl.ed 
at some point, immediate problems persist 
and are ca.using anxiety among the people 
Congressmen represent. The Soviets, for ex
ample, are fishing within the U.S. twelve
mlle limit at night and the Coast Guard has 
been unable to take effective enforcement ac
tion. Thus there are a number of very large 
"ifs" about the treaty itself and a.bout the 
interim period between negotiations and im
plementation. 

It 1s the view of some Members of Con
gress that fisheries differ from all other 
ocean-related problems, such as seabed min
ing, deepwater ports, and nuclear power sta
tions, in that inaction at the international 
level on fisheries would result in the loss of 
a.n irretrievable source. 

Because of these doubts about the govern
ment's abillty to achieve an equitable treaty 
with adequate safeguards for American in
terests at a time when so many other nations 
are adopting strongly nationalistic positions, 
it ls likely that even Congressmen who are 
not enthusiasts of bills to extend U.S. fishing 
jurisdiction w111 find it necessary to vote for 
them in this election year. Hence, such bills 
may pass easily. Yet their consequences for 
U.S. Law of the Sea interests may be small 
since they contain clauses providing for the 
development of a general Law of the Sea 
Treaty. The Deep Sea.bed Ha.rd Minerals Bill, 
which involved resources beyond coastal or 
contiguous waters, faces a more difficult vote, 
at least in the Senate. 

DISCUSSION: ISSUES AND PROPOSALS 

Islands and territorial seas 
The UN Seabed Committee, in its p·repara

tory sessions, has considered a proposal for 
determining the territorial seas of islands on 
the basis of an archipelagic concept, yet an 
alternative approach would be to limit, for 
legal purposes, the continental shelf of is
lands to a size no greater than that of the 
adjacent land mass. This would permit a 
better cooperative division of ocean resources 
between continental states and off-shore is
lands. Such an approach has already been 
worked out in the cases of the French is
lands of St. Pierre and Miquelon off the coast 
of Newfoundland in the North Atlantic and 
the British Falkland Islands off the coast of 
Argentina in the South Atlantic. 

The solution to the island problem may 
be more determinative of ocean law than is 
imagined and proposals such as the fore
going are especially needed and commend
able. The growing importance of hitherto 
seemingly insignificant islands is attested to 
by the Clipperton Island case, involving a 
dispute between France a.nd Mexico. Though 
a dead issue for some yea.rs. France has re
vived its claim by once-a-year visits to this 
Eastern Pacific island southwest of Mexico 
because there may be valuable manganese 
nodules on the ocean floor nearby. 

The State Department, meanwhile, ls 
studying the question of the territorial seas 
of islands in terms of thre~ problems: 

1. The delimitation of national boundaries. 
as between Greece and Turkey or between 
the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.; this leads to the 
question of whether islands as to be given 
the same weight a.s adjacent land masses 
in drawing national boundaries, though cur
rent opinion ls that they should not be; 

2. The breadth of the territorial sea 
around islands, a question which the 1958 
ocean law convention decided in favor of 
granting mid-ocean islands, even if scarcely 
more than a rock, a twelve-mile territorial 
sea; and 

3. The extent and nature of resource juris
diction around islands. 
International peace forces and the United 

Nations 
At the San Francisco Conference of 1945 

nations gathered to remake the world and to 
improve on the old League of Nations in the 
Charter of the United Nations. The partic
ipants, though, failed to realize that the 
weaknesses were not in the League struc
ture but in the member states. Today the 
same ls true of the UN; the United States 
and the Soviet Union, for example, do not 
want the UN to decide major issues. 

Yet a. functional way of achieving the 
San Francisco objectives ma.y exist in the 
proposal to create a. Sea.bed Resource Au
thority to oversee the use and exploitation of 
the oceans. Nations could take this oppor
tunity to move to the concept of an Inter
national Sea.guard, similar to national coast 
guards. This, in turn could lead to Inter
na tiona.l Peacekeeping Forces and then to a 
world governed by law. This kind of ap
proach seems less ridiculous now than in the 
past. If the U.S. backed the concept of an 
International Sea.guard, it could take the 
lead in providing the nucleus for the in
spection force of the Sea.bed Resource Au
thority and thereby increase its reputation 
a.s a peace-keeping nation. 

Application of existing law 
The concept of a 200-mlle coastal nation 

resource zone, advocated by several nations 
in the meetings of the UN Seabed Commit
tee, is likely to entail costs that are unac
ceptable to the international community. 
Furthermore, the 1958 convention on the llv
ing resources of the sea already contains 
articles permitting coastal nations to take 

non-dlscrimina tory action to preserve flsh 
stocks, subject to agreement by other na
tions. What, then, may be needed ts a blll 
to promote utilization of the present inter
national la.w. In fact, of course, American 
fishermen do not want non-discriminatory 
action but rather want foreign flshlng ves
sels out of traditional U.S. fishing areas. 
While action in such matters lies with the 
Executive, the State Department would act 
1f the Congress passed a resolution enjoining 
implementation of this 1958 provision. Again, 
the Pell-Magnuson bill, which places these 
matters in the hands of the Secretaries of 
State and Commerce, could assist tn the 
conservation of fish stocks. 

Regional agreements 
Concern was expressed over the risks in

curred by placing so many vital issues in a 
comprehensive, totally international deci
sion-making forum. The UN Charter allows 
!or regional agreements and the hope was 
expressed that the door to Western Hemi
sphere agreements on resources and naviga
tion would not be closed, 1f solutions can
not be achieved tn the broader context of the 
Law of the Sea negotiations. 

It was pointed out that, while regional ap
proaches by Africa or the Americas would be 
useful in certain cases, they do not satisfy 
the problems posed by distant water fishing 
fleets, such as the Soviet and Japanese fleets. 
The benefits of a comprehensive treaty and 
acceptable solutions of common pool prob
lems must be weighed against the risks of 
interim solutions which might lessen the 
chances of protecting fisheries through a 
Law of the Sea convention. 

Other ocean management forums 
On another front, it was noted that, while 

ICNAF had shown progress as a manage
ment mechanism tnrough adoption of over
all instead of limited fishing quotas, it con
tinues to have enforcement dtmcultles and 
to be restricted to the North Atlantic, and 
not Alaska, where similar problems exist. In 
multilateral negotiations, such as the Law 
of the Sea Conference, the State Department 
considers that the U.S. benefits from support 
for coastal nation jurtsdictlon, so it may be 
a better forum than ICNAF or regional agree
ments because the U.S. has the votes for 
its position. 

Approval was also expressed for ICNAF 
action in permitting voluntary boarding of 
fishing vessels for inspection purposes. Ad
ditionally, consideration was given to the 
fact that some fish catches are 1ntr1ns1cal
ly more valuable than others and fishing na
tions must arrange their priorities accord
ingly, while remaining ready to compromise 
in open negotiations. 

Future deliberations 
The question w·as raised of the need of a 

continuing deliberative body or forum to 
take up issues lef.t unaddressed by a Law 
of the Sea Treaty, particularly if it confined 
itself to a statement of general principles. 
Since the conference agenda. already con
tained some 92 issues and there would likely 
be some which the conference could not 
resolve or address, it was pointed out that 
there is a strong interest in finding some 
mechanism-perhaps conferences at five or 
ten year intervals--tor taking them up. The 
U.S. as yet has no fixed policy on the matter 
of an ongoing ocean body. However, if an 
ocean regime or deliberative body 1s left too 
open in its mandate, it might prove to be 
an invitation to continuing challenges to the 
nature of specific details in the basic treaty. 

Impact of U.S. offshore leasing policy 
It was noted that Secretary of the In

terior Rogers C. B. Morton, in January testi
mony before the Subcommittee on Immi
gration, Citizenship and International Law 
of the House Judiciary Committee, acknowl
edged that his agency was granting off-shore 
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oil exploration leases beyond 200 meters a.nd 
tha.t a. clause in these leases ma.king them 
contingent on the provisions of a. La.w of. the 
Sea. treaty ha.d been dropped in November. 
Secretary Morton denied tha.t these measures 
represented a. de facto retreat from President 
Nixon's 1970 La.w of the Sea position that 
the a.rea. beyond 200 meters would be subject 
to mixed interna.tiona.l and na.tiona.l juris
diction and that resources therein would be 
subject to some form of revenue-sharing. 

The Sta.te Department maintains that 
that these changes by the Interior Depart
ment do not represent a change in U.S. pol
icy. Leases beyond 200 meters will be sub
ject to any international treaty and the 
policy for oil exploration leases has been ex
amined by the government to ensure that 
all legal and other requirements can be met 
if the leases come under an international 
treaty. The contingency clause in the leases 
was dropped, it was asserted, because this 
clause was confusing to small oil conlpanies. 
The U.S., however, has full authority to en
sure compliance with the provisions of an 
international regime. 

Attitudes of Other Nations 
In view of the fact that Japan has never 

ratified the 1958 C>cean convention (and thus 
could not take the U.S. before the ICJ 
for any unilateral actions), a question a.rose 
as to what attitude the Japanese would take 
if they found they did not like the treaty 
emerging from the Law of the Sea Confer
ence and where their possible failure to sign 
the treaty would lea.ve the U.S. Again, it was 
noted that in the cases of both Japan and the 
U.S.S.R., the U.S. has little to gain by uni
lateral extension of fishing rights, which 
would be challenged by both nations, and 
much to gain by attempting to bring them 
into the framework of international ocean 
law. The chances of bringing them into a 
comprehensive agreement are improved be
cause they have a variety of other ocean in
terests, such as Japan's importing of oil 
through the Malacca Straits, the need for oil, 
increasing ocean research needs, and de
pendence on rights of navigation. Hence 
there is a very good possibillty of obtaining 
trade-offs by treating these several issues in 
the same forum and the probabllity is that 
they will join in the treaty. Finally, the Jap
anese failed to ratify the 1958 Continental 
Shelf convention principally because of the 
article making sedentary species a pa.irt of 
the resources of the Continental Shelf. Yet 
now they have reason to think that there ls 
oil in the East China Sea. which they need 
and this exemplifies the kind of circum
stances that will include them to overcome 
objections on some points in order to obtain 
rights in other areas. 

CONCLUSION 

The participants agreed that relations be
tween the Executive and the Congress have 
been mutually open and fair with regard to 
the Law of the Sea question. It was noted, 
additionally, that Secretary of State Kissin
ger strongly supports the United States ne
gotiating position in the Law of the Sea Con
ference. F~rthermore, there was consensus 
that the Congress must become much more 
involved in the Law of the Sea Conference 
and related issues. 

While there was generM agreement that a 
conference format ls the best means of treat
ing the numerous Law of the Sea questions 
in a comprehensive whole and provides the 
best format for discussing them intelli
gently, there remained doubt that nations 
could agree on the text of a. treaty at the 
Caracas session of the Law of the Sea Con
ference, given the enormity and complexity 
of the issues to be considered. 
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PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I wish 

to point out a compelling editorial, "The 
World's Resources (V) : No Drawbridge," 
in the May 28 issue of Newsday. 

The editorial points out how the world 
has been groping toward a new relation
ship. It points out that countries have 
become more interdependent, and we will 
need to deal with this new reality. 

The author also suggests that food 
stocks should be replenished through the 
creation of a world food bank. It also be
comes clear that aid to the poorest coun
tries is more critical than ever before. 

Mr. President, this is a thoroughly 
sensible approach. I ask unanimous con
sent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE WORLD'S RESOURCE: (V): No 
DRAWBRIDGE 

A lot of Americans have come to think of 
foreign aid and international trade as chari
table enterprises that this country, strug
gling with inflation, shortages and a slowing 
economy, can no longer afford. Should the 
United States pull up its drawbridges on the 
rest of the world and concentrate on its own 
problems? 

In a series of editorials over the past few 
weeks, we've tried to point out that the U.S. 
no longer has that option. Consider: 

The American economy demands a nearly 
limitless supply of raw materials to feed its 

factories and create new jobs. And the U.S. 
no longer has a sufficient supply of raw ma.te
rials Within its own borders. We now need 
Zaire's copper and Jamaica's bauxite at least 
as much as those countries need our money 
and technology. 

The cost of imported raw materials has 
suddenly surged as producer nations demand 
a bigger slice of the economic pie. Unless 
prices are brought under control, the U.S. 
faces chronic inflation that Will not only 
erode paychecks but also sap our capacity 
to pay for the natural resources that we will 
have to import in greater and greater quan• 
tity. 

As James Akins, the U.S. ambassador to 
Saudi Arabia, points out, "With the possible 
exception of Croesus, the world has never 
seen anything quite like the wealth which 
is now fl.owing into the Persian Gulf." Sur
denly the U.S. is no longer the world's 
banker. To pay their oil bills, many of our 
trading partners already are cutting down 
on U.S. imports and doing everything short 
of piracy to boost exports-usually at the ex
pense of American jobs. 

H. G. Wells said long ago that "our true 
nationality is mankind." Never before has 
the interdependence of people and nations 
been so obvious. Without substantial a.id 
from the developed countries, m11lions In 
Africa and Asia Will starve this year. And 
the energy crisis, and shortages of every
thing from structural steel to toilet paper, 
demonstrate the extreme vulnerability of in
dustrialized societies in a world of dwindling 
resources. 

From challenge comes opportunity, and 
history may well mark last October, when 
the Arabs shut off their oil taps, as the pe
riod when rich and poor nations finally ac• 
knowledged their interdependence and be
gan working for their mutual good. But 
right now the poor nations are banding to
gether in an attempt to soak the rich, while 
the developed countries have Withdrawn 
within their own borders to ride out the 
storm. That's a blueprint for disaster, on 
both sides. 

The immediate problem is not that the 
world has run out of resources, but that 
chasms have developed between nations and 
groups of nations as each struggles to get an 
edge on its neighbor. Helmut Schmidt, West 
Germany's new chancellor, put his finger on 
the problem: "The resources crisis toward 
which the world is moving is not so much 
one of production as it is a crisis of institu
tions.'' The institutions that govern inter
national trade and monetary exchange must 
be revitalized, and in our view the following 
steps would go a long way toward accomp
lishing that goal: 

The U.S. Congress should act promptly on 
a foreign trade bill that has been gathering 
dust for more than a year now. It is the key 
to ending the disturbing move toward pro
tectionism that has followed the oil crisis in 
many countries. The trade bill would em
power the President to lower American tar
iffs and other artificial trade barriers in re
turn for like treatment by other nations. A 
critical round of world trade talks ls due 
later this year; without new authority to ne
gotiate agreements, the hands of U.S. nego
tiators wm be tied. 

As Gamani Corea, the new head of the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and De
velopment, has urged, producer and con
sumer nations should join to stockpile mate
rials that are now coming into short supply. 
The idea is not only to create a buffer against 
severe shortages but also to help stabilize 
world commodity prices and to insulate the 
fragile economies of developing nations 
against boom-and-bust business cycles. 

Similarly, With food stocks at a 20-year 
low, it is vital that the U.S. join with other 
nations to replenish supplies through the 
creation of a world food bank. Failure to do 
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so has already led to the deaths of millions 
at a time of record grain yields in the U.S. 
and Russi~. 

While the Arabs decide what to do with 
their new-found riches, the developed na
tions must not abandon their aid to the so
called Fourth World countries-those with 
neither industrial capacity nor natural re
cources. They need aid more desperately than 
ever now, and rising oil bills make it difficult 
for the developed nations to supply it. But 
they must help, and encourage the oil pro
ducers to do lilrewise, or stand by while a 
third of the world's population slides even 
deeper into poverty. 

The world is now at the threshold of a new 
age. Whether it will be dark or golden de
pends entirely on the degree of interna
tional cooperation that can be generated now, 
not only in the economic sector but also in 
such vital fields as population control and 
resource conservation. In the final analysis, 
the outcome will depend on whether the peo
ple of both rich and poor nations heed the 
words of Albert Schweitzer: "You don't live 
in a world all alone. Your brothers are here 
too." 

JUDGE NOT, THAT YOU BE NOT 
JUDGED 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, former 
Senator John M. Butler, of Maryland, 
has sent me a copy of the sermon deliv
ered on May 26, 1974 by the Reverend 
Walter G. Hards, Th. D., at the St. 
David's Church in Baltimore. 

Reverend Hards' sermon merits the at
tention of all of us and I, therefore, ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sermon 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

S ERMON BY REVEREND WALTER G. HARDS 

"Judge not, that you be not judged. For 
with the judgment you pronounce you will 
be judged, and the measure you give will be 
the measure you get. Why do you see the 
speck that is in your brother's eye, but do 
not notice the log that is in your own eye?" 
St. Matthew 7: 1-3 

I have just finished reading the White 
House Transcripts. The Transcripts! You 
may be thinking, "I don't want to hear any 
more about that subject, much less in 
church." Well, you are not going to. I do 
wan t to say something, however, not about 
the Transcripts themselves, but about reac
tions to them. I have read, not studied, the 
Transcripts. This means that I am not com
petent to speak about them. Having read 
them I find myself out of my depth, and 
certainly out of my area of competency. 

I also want to emphasize this: No one 
should construe anything I say either as a 
defense or a condemnation of the President. 
Others, who are competent, will decide 
whether Mr. Nixon has committed an im
peachable offense. Our Constitution provides 
the means by which this decision wm be 
made. Let us, whatever others may do, leave 
it to those empowered by the Constitution 
to deal with this matter. What we as individ
uals may do is to pray that justice will be 
done and that our country will be strength
ened as a result of this traumatic experience. 
One thing for which I pray is that justice 
will be done speedlly, in order that the crisis 
of credibility which many of us suffer may 
be ended, and that the creative forces of 
justice done may begin their healing powers. 

I am, I repeat, not competent to speak 
about the Transcripts. I have four things to 
say, however, about reactions to their publi
cation. 

First, I am concerned about some of the 
judgments made regarding the moral stance 

of Mr. Nixon. A knowledgeable person who 
has made a thorough study of the material 
may well make a considered decision about 
this question. It will still be that person's 
private opinion. If enough competent persons 
come to the same conclusion, then that will 
be weighty evidence. 

What I am bothered about ls the number 
of persons who, a few days after the Tran
scripts were published, spoke in righteous 
indignation about Mr. Nixon's involvement. 
Many of these were clergy, local and na
tional. I seriously question whether these 
clergy when they made their pronouncements 
had had time to read the Transcripts. They 
may have read excerpts, but who selected the 
samples? Even if they had read the Tran
scripts I question their competency to evalu
ate them. 

Every profession has its occupational haz
ards. The hazards to which clergy are prone 
is that of pontificating. While others have 
to spend long hours in careful analysis of 
documents, some clergy feel that by virtue of 
ordination they can make what in reality are 
snap Judgments. I am a little suspicious of 
clergy who are always making pronounce
ments, who have ready answers for every 
problem which confronts us, who never feel 
the need to answer "No comment" when a 
reporter asks for their opinion. 

I suspect that this clergy pose of being the 
authoritative answer-men goes back to the 
time when the clergyman was the only edu
cated person in the community. In those 
days he was the school master, the news
caster, the molder of public opinion. He was. 
He isn't. Today, most of the parson's people 
are just as well educated as he ls. In some 
areas of knowledge they are much better 
educated. It 111 becomes him to play the part 
of the one who knows, especially when he 
doesn't know. I submit to you, as my personal 
opinion, that most of the comments made by 
clergy on the Transcripts were based on 
ignorance. 

I have read the Transcripts, but I am not 
competent to evaluate them. If you want 
to know what's in them, read them. If you 
don't want to read them, then suspend judg
ment about them. Remember the words of 
Jesus, "Judge not that you be not Judged." 
Don't make snap Judgments about this or 
any other matter. · 

The second thing I want to say about the 
Transcripts relates to the "unintelligible" 
parts. Time and time again, sometimes with 
boring regularity, you read the word "unin
telligible". A great deal has been made of 
this. 

Professor Andrew Blackwood, a former 
teacher of mine, used to observe that anyone 
who uses horse sense will have a stable mind. 
Let's use a little horse sense about these 
"unlntelligibles". 

I am conscious during the first moments 
of the sermon that I am speaking to you 
through a microphone. Then I forget com
pletely about it. If a tape recorder were 
recording in the church it would pick up all 
my words-or would it? Well, would it? I 
have the intention to speak distinctly, but 
I know, because you have told me, that some
times you miss something that I have said. 
If this sermon were being taped, the tran
script would contain the word "unintelli
gible". 

Now change the "scenario'', to use a word 
from the Transcripts. You and I are in a 
conference room. Our conversation is being 
taped. I know it's being taped. You don't. 
Obvl.ously, therefore, neither of us is speak
ing into a mike. You or I get excited. We move 
around. In this hypothetical situation I 
planted the bug, but in moments of extreme 
excitement I forget it's there. I, and this 
may prove my ignorance of taping methods 
or my extreme credulity, am not at all sur
prised that some words in the White House 
Transcripts are unintelllglble. On the con-

trary, if all the words were intelligible, I 
would suspect that someone had edited the 
tapes to make them one hundred percent 
correct. 

Be this as it may, the fact is that there 
are numberous occasions where the word 
"unintelligible" occurs in the Transcripts. 
There has been an unbelievable reaction to 
this fact. The theory is that the gaps in the 
tapes contained racial slurs, made either by 
the President or his associates. These slurs, 
so we are expected to believe, were erased 
before the tapes were transcribed. There is 
not one scintilla of evidence for this state
ment. It is the most immoral charge I have 
heard in a long time. Someone, or some 
group, certainly went.on a fishing expedition 
on this one. There is a basic element in the 
moral code: Thou shalt not bear false wit
ness. To propagate this canard is to bear false 
witness. 

Third, the "expletive deleted". These words 
appear quite frequently in the Transcripts. It 
is clear that Mr. Nixon and his associates 
often used expletives. I do not use them, al
though I probably know most of them. I may 
sometimes think some of them, but I don't 
use them! I was taught somewhere that peo
ple who have a command of their language 
do not use expletives. 

Some people have made quite a big thing 
of the fact that the President used exple
tives. They make their use imply something 
about his moral character. Well, I am re
minded of a bit of conventional wisdom. It 
is "those who live in glass houses shouldn't 
throw stones". 

The Transcripts are the recording of a. 
group of men talking about a very important 
and explosive problem. They were discuss
ing politics with the League of Women 
Voters, or with the clergy of Washington, or 
the women's organization of St. Swithin's in 
the Vale. They were men in a closed session. 
I cannot help but wonder whether those 
who express so much concern over the Presi
dent's use of expletives, never use them. 
There is as much possibility of not hearing 
expletives in "the smoke filled room" as there 
is of hell freezing over. 

I shall never forget attending a dinner 
party at the home of Admiral Chester Nimitz 
on Treasure Island. There was also a group 
of men and women from the government in 
Washington. The admiral sat at the head of 
the table, regaling us with stories of his ex
periences in World War II. I can't remember 
one sentence which did not include an ex
pletive. He seemed to have a favorite, which 
I understand was common among men in the 
Armed Forces. Admiral Nimitz was a great, 
humble, good man, expletives notwithstand
ing. He was honest. He talked naturally. At 
that party he may have selected his exple
tive out of deference to the mixed company! 
But he used them. 

I cannot but conclude that those who raise 
a fuss about the President's expletives are 
either hypocritical or unrealistic. 

It is contrary to religion to take the name 
of the Lord our God in vain, but there is 
nothing in our religion which prohibits the 
use of old Anglo-Saxon words. The question 
of the expletives therefore is one of propriety. 
It certainly would have been improper for 
the President or any of his assooiates to have 
used such language in many, if not most, 
situations. To use it among themselves is not 
surprising since many men do in male com
pany. You may not like that, but the ques
tion is, not what we like, but what is. There
fore, again, "Judge not, that you be not 
judged". 

A final point. This: Many who have spoken 
harshly about the President as a result of 
the release of the Transcripts, do not mani
fest any feeling for the situation in which 
Mr. Nixon and his associates found them
selves. Try and put yourself in their situation 
and then honestly answer the question, How 
would I have reacted? Perhaps it is impos-
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sible for us to answer the question honestly, 
because we have never been in such a situa· 
tion. We should recall the wisdom of the 
American Indian who said: "I will not judge 
another man untU I have walked in his moc· 
casins !or two full moons." 

The situation with which the Transcripts 
deal is a tragic one. We should understand 
the magnitude of the tragedy for all involved. 
They were not talking about a hundred or 
even a thousand dollars lost at the Preakness. 
They were not discussing the economy, as 
serious as that is. They were not debating 
the merits of our foreign policy, as explosive 
as it may become. They were talking about 
criminal acts in whioh some of them were 
apparently involved. This was a situation in 
which their livelihoods and their futures 
were involved; not only theirs as individuals, 
but theirs as families. Whatever the Grand 
Jury decides, whatever the Special Prosecu· 
tor uncovers, whatever the Senate Commit
tee discovers, the fact is that some lives will 
be blighted for the rest of their lives. 

I am not suggesting that we condone any 
1llegal act committed by anyone. All I am 
saying is that we should try to understand 
why Mr. Nixon did what he did when he did 
it. To understand is not to condone. To 
understand is to feel for the other. The 
feeling may well be one of sadness. 

If Mr. Nixon is guilty, he should be im
peached and removed from omce. But he has 
not yet been proven guilty, and until he is 
we should suspend judgment. He should not 
be judged guilty by the mass media, the 
members of the cocktau circuit, or political 
opportunists. In our country we stlll profess 
to believe that anyone is presumed innocent 
untU proven guilty by a court of competent 
authority. Let us grant this basic right to 
our highest elective omcial. 

A few months ago I gave a series of ser
monettes to the children about criticizing 
other people. The basic points I made apply 
to the present situation. They were these: 
We should not judge others, because we do 
not know enough, because we are not good 
enough, and because we would not want 
others to treat us in such a fashion. 

In these trying and difflcult days, illus
trated by the Transcripts, let us apply these 
simple principles to the question of the guilt 
or innocence of those involved. None of us 
has been called to be judge, jury and prose
cutor of anyone. We are called to pray !or 
all sorts and conditions of men. 

ABOUREZK'S CONVINCING PLEA FOR 
RESEARCH IN SOLAR ENERGY 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, our 
colleague, Senator JAMES ABOUREZK re
cently wrote in the Los Angeles Times 
what is by far the most concise and per
suasive case I have read concerning the 
direction in which our energy research 
should go. 

In the course of his article, Senator 
ABOUREZK contends that solar energy is 
clean, inexhaustible, environmentally 
and physically safe while other energy 
sources are not. 

He also argues that while there is im
mense private and public pressure behind 
research in other energy areas, "Nowhere 
in the United States today is there a cen
ter of influence seriously interested in 
solar energy." 

Mr. President for the past few weeks 
my staff, the staff of the Joint Economic 
Committee, and myself have been push
ing for a fair trial for a startling new 
process for converting most of the billions 
of tons of garbage-a tonnage that is in
creasing every year-to a fuel substitute 
for gasoline or to a protein food. The ex-

citing new process to do this has been 
developed at the Army Laboratory at Na
tick, Mass. The conversion is cheap, 
practical, and offers a re.markable si
multaneous boost in solving both our 
energy shortage and our solid waste dis
posal dilemma. But like solar energy it is 
comparatively friendless. Fuel and food 
producers in the private sector with some 
heartening exceptions may be indifferent 
or hostile, and in the public sector they 
have so far been both ignorant and dis
couraging. 

I intend to do what I can to continue 
to push the fullest and fairest trial for 
this Natick process of converting garbage 
to fuel and food, and I intend to do all 
I can to help our colleague JAMES ABOUR
EZK push hard for solar energy. In that 
connection I ask unanimous consent that 
the article by Senator ABOUREZK from 
the May 2, 1974 Los Angeles Tim.es be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
OIL FmMS, AEC ACCUSED OF IMPEDING DEVEL

OPMENT-ALL-OUT EFFORT URGED TO UTILIZE 
SOLAR ENERGY 

(By James Abourezk) 
Solar energy is clean. Coal, oU, nuclear and 

other energy sources in varying degrees are 
not. 

SoLar energy is inexhaustible. Coal, oil, nu
clear and other energy sources are finite. 

Solar energy is environmentally and physi
cally safe. Nucleair energy poses severe prob
lems of radioactive waste disposal, while coal 
mming 1s widely known to be destructive of 
the Land and dangerous, and oil drllling off
shore creates severe spillage problems. 

Despite such obvious, straightforward and 
compell1ng arguments in favor of using en
erigy from the sun, solar energy resea.rch and 
development continues to be the neglected 
stepchild of both fedel'lal and corporate en
ergy development programs. Thus, it was no 
surprise that Dixy Lee Ray, chairman of the 
A tomlc Energy Commission, recently recom
mended to the President that slightly more 
than 2 cents out of every federal energy dol
lar be sperut on developing solar energy. In 
so doing, she slashed fivefold the solar spend
ing recommendations of her own scientific 
sub panel. 

PriV'ate industry, meanwhile, invests the 
overwhelming bulk of its money in coal 
gasifiC'Wtion, oU shale, nuclear and other non
solar energy projects. 

The argument used by federal officials and 
business executives for their neglect of solar 
energy is identical. "It costs too much and 
it will take time to develop"-that's the 
usual put-down for solar energy. 

How far we are from economically com
petitive electrioaJ. power generation from the 
sun 1s a matter open to scientific debate. But 
I believe tha.t debate largely misses the point. 

This country needs clean new energy 
sources. Solar energy 1s just such a source. 
We should, therefore, press ahead with an 
optimum investment in research and devel
opment of s0Is.r energy to find out precisely 
W'hait we can or c:a.nnot do. 

The most serious impediment to speeding 
up solar energy development ts, in my opin
ion, not one of feasibility but one of struc
ture. Nowhere in the United States today 1s 
there a center of lnfiuence seriously inter· 
ested in solar energy. 

Within the fede·ral government nuclear 
energy and coal reign supreme. Led by the 
AEC and the Interior Deipartmen t, the exec
utive bria.noh long ago deciided tha;t nuclear 
energy and coal are the wave of the middle 
and long-range future. It 1s patently unreal
istic to ask a group of men a.nd women who 

have spent decades trying to develop m1clear 
energy and coal resources to pa.ss jud•gment 
on the relative merits of solar energy versus 
nuclelllr or coal energy, and to help ·admin
ister solar energy research and development. 

In the private sector there is an even 
stronger bias in favor of fossil fuels. Coal and 
oil are the quick-profit, quick·yield fuels. 
They are largely controlled by a handful of 
companies, which, above all, want to exploit 
those resources to the utmost. They strongly 
favor new techniques for utUization of coal 
and oU shale over possible alternatives. 

The results of the federal and private 
biases against solar energy are there for any
one who wants to see them. Consider the 
following: 

The AEC, both in its chairman's recom
mendations to the President, and in its staff 
draft environmental impact statement on the 
nuclear fast breeder reactor, has taken a 
consistently pessimistic line on solar energy. 
It has also slashed recommended solar 
funding. 

Secretary of Commerce Frederick Dent, in 
a confidential memo, has called for a 14-year, 
$98 blllion government subsidy program to 
develop synthetic fuels. 

President Nixon's proposed five-year fed
eral energy research and dev.elopment pro
gram allocates $4 billion for nuclear fission, 
$2.9 billion fOJ." coal and only $350 million for 
solar energy. 

Dr. H. Guyford Sever, chief science adviser 
to President Nixon, has downgraded even the 
most immediately feasible and elementary 
solar energy program for heating and cooling 
of homes-by calling the project premature 
and noting that "far more research is needed 
before we get to the demonstration stage." 

Private on corporations echo the line that 
solar energy is way down the pike. At the 
same time, they quietly buy into ::fledgling 
solar energy companies. This creates a self
ful:fllling prophecy-they can retard solar de
velopment through control of key companies 
and patents. 

If development of nonpolluting, inexhaust
ible, safe energy from the sun is in the pub
lic interest, then it seems to me that some 
entity whose sole interest is the rapid de
velopment of solar energy must be estab
lished. This entity should be free of the 
atomic energy bias. It should be immune 
from pressure exerted by the oil lobby. Its 
single goal should be quick to explore and 
develop methods of producing an'd using solar 
energy. 

One way to achieve this goal would be to 
enact legislation underwriting a private solar 
energy industry and prohibiting the entry 
of companies already involved in oil, coal or 
other competitive energy fields. Another way 
would be to establish an independent gov
ernmental organization devoted to solar en
ergy research and development. 

I prefer the private approach because I be· 
lieve it to be more :flexible and, with proper 
safeguards, less susceptible to pressure from 
the enemies of solar energy. 

I am convinced that an all-out eft'ort to 
develop solar energy will yield results far 
more quickly than some so-called experts 
now believe possible. Perhaps I am wrong. 
But surely a nation facing fuel starvation 
and gross pollution must spend the money 
to get the truth about its cleanest, most 
plentiful energy resource. 

THE NORTHEAST RAIL 
REORGANIZATION 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, on 
Thursday, May 23, I testified before the 
Rail Services Planning Office which was 
conducting hearings in Springfield, Ill., 
on the Secretary of Transportation's re
port on "Rail Service in the Midwest 
and Northeast Region." The hearings 
were conducted by the director of the 
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ICC's Rail Services Planning Office, Mr. 
George Chandler. 

I stated that what concerned me most 
in the report was not its emphasis on 
making any future railroad system in 
the Midwest and Northeast region finan
cially viable for that is one of the two 
main goals of the Regional Rail Reorga
nization Act. Rather, what concerned me 
most about the report was the pervading 
assumption in it that the best way to at
tain financial viability in a restructured 
rail system was to abandon wholesale 
great portions of supposedly "uneco
nomic" rail lines, particularly local 
branch lines, and abandon them without 
a concomitant regard for the devastat
ing economic and social impact that 
such abandonments would have on the 
areas covered by the reorganization. 

The DOT report is the first step in a 
long process by which a newly created 
agency-the U.S. Railway Association
will develop a final system plan to re
structure the railroads in the Midwest 
and Northeast. That final system plan 
is to be submitted to Congress in March 
of next year. I stated in my testimony 
that if the final system plan does not 
balance all the factors set forth in the 
Regional Rail Reorganization Act and in 
fact endangers our economy and our 
prospects for growth, we would be duly 
bound to oppose its final approval in 
the Congress. I doubt that we shall have 
to do that, but the matter rests with the 
U.S. Railway Association. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my testimony before the Rail 
Service Planning Office hearings be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR ADLAI E. STEVENSON 

OF ILLINOIS 

Statement by Senator Stevenson at a 
hearing of the Rail Services Planning Office, 
Interstate Commerce Commission, on the 
Department of Transportation Rail Service 
Report, Springfield, Illinois, May 23, 1974: 

I appear here this afternoon wea.ring sev
eral hats. The first is that of a United States 
Senator from Illinois appearing on behalf of 
my constituents who rely and depend on ade
quate rail service and are threatened by the 
recommenclations in the Secretary's report. 
Another hat is that of a Senator who serves 
on the Surface Transportation Subcommtt
tee of the Senate Commerce Committee. 
Those Committees heard the testimony, 
drafted and reported out the Senate version 
of the Regional Rail Reorganization Act. So, 
I appear here not only as a Senator repre
senting Illinois but as a member of the Sen
ate Committees which will continue to re
view the Rail Reorganization Act and its 
implementation. 

I have been impressed with the work of 
the Rail Service Planning Office. The Offir.e 
has responded, quickly and well, to the man
date in the legislation to "conduct publlc 
hearings to solicit comments" on the Secre
tary's report. Some 376 wltnessP.s testified in 
Chicago and St. Louis during March on the 
Secretary's report, most of them on the im• 
pa.ct of the report on Illinois. Also, I was 
heartened by your response, Mr. Chandler, 
to my March 27 letter suggeating further 
Illinois hearings. You stated that you 
planned the hearings in Illinois which are 
being held this week in Effingham, here in 
Springfield, a.nd those to be held in two 
weeks in Peoria and Rock Island. 

I am also impressed with the initial "Eval
uation" of the Secretary's report which your 
Office published three weeks ago today. In 
addition to raising legitimate questions 
about the assumptions the report relied on, 
the methodology utilized in the report and 
the severe impact the recommendations in 
the Secretary's report would have, 1f acted 
upon, your evaluation ma.de many positive 
suggestions as to how the U.S. Railway Asso
ciation might proceed in formulating ths 
preliminary system plan. 

The very first recommendation in your 
May 2 report to the USRA was that in form..i
lating the preliminary system plan the USRA 
"should give full consideration to the so
cial goals enumerated in section 206 (a) of 
the Act which time constraints prevented the 
Secretary from addressing in depth." The 
language you chose was generous. My main 
message to you, is not that the USRA 
"should" consider the other goals of section 
206(a), but that it must consider them. And 
these goals cannot be characterized only as 
"social". They are directly and vitally eco• 
nomic as well. 

Illinois is the largest exporting state in 
the nation; its agriculture and industry can
not withstand wholesale railroad abandon
ments. In the years ahead, Illinois' coalfields 
will relieve the nation of dependence on 
Saudi Arabia's oilfields. Illinois' future as a 
supplier of energy, as well as food, cannot 
survive wholesale railroad abandonments. 
The world depends upon our food; the na
tion increasingly upon our energy. Project 
Independence would be undermined if Illi
nois' energy development was held back be
cause of transportation shortcomings. 

What concerned me most in the Secre
tary's report was not its emphasis on making 
any future railroad system in the Midwest 
and Northeast region financially viable. After 
all, that ls the first of eight goals set forth 
in the legislation, and the report of the Sen
ate Commerce Committee did state that of 
the eight goals, that of "the creation of a 
financially self-sustaining rail service sys
tem in the region" was one of "two basic 
goals." If we are to rely on private industry 
to supply our rail needs, that industry must 
be financially self-sustaining. That ls a pri
mary lesson of the Penn Central debacle. 

What concerned me most about the re
port was the pervading assumption that the 
best way to attain financial viabllity in a 
restructured rail system was to abandon 
wholesale great portions of supposedly "un
economic" rail lines, particularly local branch 
lines, and abandon them without a concomi
tant regard for the devastating economic and 
social impact that these abandonments 
would have on the areas covered by the re
organlza tion. 

As was pointed out in your May 2 Evalua
tion, there are indications that abandonment 
of substantial amounts of rail line will have 
relatively little impact upon railroad profit
ability compared to certain other costs, such 
as labor costs and the prolonged effects of 
many years of'. deferred maintenance. If, for 
example, the most inefficient one-fourth of 
the Penn Central's 20,000 mile system were 
abandoned, the Penn Central would reduce 
its $100 mlllion annual deficit by only one
fifth, or $20 mlllion. An $80 milUon deficit 
would remain. And that one-fourth abandon
ment for the Penn Central is about what the 
DOT report has in mind for the Midwest and 
Northeast regions generally and for Illinois in 
particular. 

Accepting the test of financial viabllity, 
DOT's findings were inoonsistent, and its 
methodology faulty. Under the DOT report 
proposal, the Toledo, Peoria and Western 
Railroaid's lines between Peoria and Webster, 
Illinois, would be abandoned almost entirely 
and its vital Eastern connection with the 
Penn Oentral trackage at Effner, Illinois, 
would be eliminated. The DOT's test of fl-

nancial viability would spell the financial de
mise of this railroad. And the Toledo, Peoria 
and Western Railroad, the only railroad per
forming east-west service via the Peoria 
Gateway, is a profitable railroad and has 
maintained all of its facilities to the level 
required by the Federal Railroad Administra
tion. The TP&W's situation is indicative of 
what is wrong with the DOT report. 

The methodology in the DOT report relies 
almost totally on historic data for determin
ing financial viab111ty-on what was and not 
on what might have been and what could be. 
The report takes no account of the fact that 
there is a freight car shortage in the United 
States, and that this shortage has reached 
critical proportions-especially in the grain 
producing region of the Midwest. The Senate 
has passed S. 1149, the so-called freight car 
bill, and hopefully that legislation will pro
duce and make better use of freight cars. If 
decisions on rail abandonment are based on 
traffic at a time of freight car shortages, 
we might not have the railroad tracks to 
reach the grain elevators when the new 
freight cars are available. 

The Secretary's report fa.lls to take account 
of the future. The nation is on the verge 
of a breakthrough in developing its vast 
coal resources. In the next few years pilot 
and demonstration plants for the conversion 
of coal to oil and gas will be built, some of 
them in Illinois. By the 1980's many com
mercial coal gasification and liquefaction 
plants wlll begin to be built, some of them 
close to the mine mouths and pipelines here 
in Illinois--some at a distance. And when 
the technologies are perfected, more coal wlll 
be burned directly by power plants across 
the nation. All of this will require more 
trains from the coal fields. 

Your evaluation commendably recom
mends that the Association consider a 1980 
time horizon for future rail traffic projec
tions. I would note, however, that Section 
206(a) (4) of the Act calls for "the preserva
tion ... of existing railroad trackage in areas 
in which fossil fuel natural resources are lo
cated. . . " Considering the vast coal re
sources in Illinois, I suggest a time frame 
beyond 1980. 

Energy ls to an industralized economy 
what air and water are to the body. And 
transportation is the lifeblood of that in
dustralized economy. We cannot accept 
sweeping damage to our transportation sec
tor, like abandonment of one-fourth of the 
rail trackage, and not expect great damage 
to our entire economy. 

One of the terminals the DOT report rec
ommends as suitable for abandonment is 
"The Andersons'; grain elevator in Cham· 
paign County. A letter from the Champaign 
County Farm Bureau states: 

"Should this abandonment be forthcoming 
for The Andersons it is doubted that enough 
trucks would or could be available to trans
port this grain to a central point of loading 
on a main artery of railway. As an example, 
in 1973, with 9,496 cars shipped by The 
Andersons, holding 3,300 bushels of grain per 
car (this) would equal 31,336,800 bushels of 
grain. With abandonment and a cost of 5c 
per bushel estimated additional (cost) to 
transport this grain to a central loading 
point on a main line, the additional cost 
would be $1,566,840 which would be a lower
ing of the price to the farmer or else an ad
ditional cost to the processor and consumer." 

Such is the effect of rail abandonment 
from one grain elevator in one county in one 
state. The total effect of the proposed aban
donments would be multiplled a thousand 
fold and more. The USRA should measure 
carefully the effects of rail abandonment; 
the DOT did not. 

Another goal in the legislation, and one 
which DOT did not consider because it did 
not have the time, is "the minimization of 
job losses and associated increases in unem
ployment and community benefit costs in 
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areas in the region presently served !by rail 
service." In a 4-county area in southeastern 
Illinois--Wayne, Edwards, Wabash, and 
White counties-the DOT proposal would 
eliminate rail services for 21 of 29 com. 
munities and for 17 grain elevators. The 
Executive Director of the Greater Wabash 
Regional Planning Commission estimates 
that the four counties could lose as many as 
2,000 jobs which would affect almost 8,000 
family members. He estimates that the area 
could lose over 10,000 potential jobs. 

I come back, therefore, to my main point, 
that it is incumbent upon the USRA to 
consider all the factors set forth in the Act. 
Financial viability is one. But the Senate 
Commerce Committee also set forth as one 
of "the two basic goals" of the Act: "the 
establishment and maintenance of a rail 
service system adequate to meet the rail 
transportation needs and service require
ments of the region." 

That is what we in Illinois want-and that 
is what the Congress required. We are not 
given it in the DOT report. But the Con
gress also established a process for the devel
opment of a balanced system. 

I! the final system plan does not balance 
all the factors set forth in the law and 
endangers our economy and our prospects 
for growth, then the Congress w111 disap
prove it-and that would be more unfortu. 
nate. It is all up to the USRA now. I have 
every reason to believe the USRA will do its 
duty well. 

SPECIAL OLYMPICS 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, over the 

Memorial Day weekend some 2,200 han
dicapped children gathered in Au~tin, 
Tex., for the Texas Special Olympics. The 
Olympic games have represented for 
years both the highest standard of ath
letic competition and the most competi
tive forum for amateur athletes. The spe
cial olympics 1n Austin, carries forward 
that tradition in a unique way. 

The special olympics is a forum for 
true champions and is an event that re
minds us all of what can be accomplished 
by those with the desire to win no matter 
what the obstacles. 

The handicapped children who par
ticipated in the special olympics did not 
set any new world competitive records, 
but they dicl give personal performances 
that rival the achievements of any ath
lete. 

The special olympics are sponsored 
nationally by the Joseph P. Kennedy 
Foundation and the Texas competition is 
under the auspices of the Texas Associa
tion for Retarded Children. District 
meets were conducted in every area of 
the State and in all some 12,000 handi
capped children competed in these events. 

The goal of the special olympics is to 
give those with handicapped skills an op
portunity to perform to the best of their 
ability in the company of those with 
similar abilities. It is an important de
velopment in an overall national effort to 
afford the handicapped the training, the 
help and the generous spirit which can 
help lead to normal lives for them all. I 
want to congratulate the organizers of 
this special olympic event and the young 
athletes who gave such tremendous per
formances. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
article from the May 3, 1974, Austin 
American-Statesman on the special 
olympics be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPECIAL OLYMPICS EXPECTS 2,200 
More than 2,200 mentally handicapped par

ticipants are expected in Austin this week for 
the sixth annual Texas Special Olympics 
(TSO) State Meet at the University of Texas. 

"The state meet is the culmination of year
long athletic training and competition in 
cities all over Texas,'' said Mary Jane Boswell, 
a member of the TSO board of directors. Ap
proximately 12,000 mentally handicapped 
children and adults participated on the local 
level and in 30 district meets, he explained. 

SP,ecial Olympics was begun and is spon
sored nationally by the Joseph P. Kennedy 
Jr. Foundation. There are Special Olympics 
programs in every state and some foreign 
countries. 

The TSO Program is a division of the Texas 
Association for Retarded Citizens. This year's 
state meet is sponsored locally by the Austin 
State School, Travis State School, Austin
Travis County Mental Health-Mental Re
tardation Center and the Austin Association 
for Retarded Citizens. 

"The emphasis is not so much on competi
tion and winning as it is on participation," 
Ms. Boswell said. Every mentally handicapped 
person has a chance to participate and be a 
winner because each participant competes 
against others with similar ab111ties and 
skills, she explained. There is a place for the 
blind child or a person with cerebral palsy 
just as there is a place for the athletes who 
rival top University Interscholastic League 
competitors, she added. 

The Special Olympics is not just an event 
with emphasis on athletics. "For many, it is 
the first time they have left their home towns 
or a state school. It is a chance for socializa
tion, to make new friends, to see a part of 
the world and life that were only dreamed of 
before," Ms. Boswell explained. 

One of the highlights of the state meet 
will be the opening ceremonies and parade 
of athletes Thursday at 6:30 p.m. in Memorial 
Stadium. This is the event where all partici
pants gather to show their "true colors" with 
all the pomp and circumstances of the real 
Olympic games. 

Participating in these ceremonies will be 
Secretary of State Mark White; City Council
man Bob Binder; Beverly Campbell, coordi
nating director of the Kennedy Foundation; 
the First Cavalry Band of Fort Hood; the 
Marine Corps Color Guard and the Ben Hur 
Shrine Srekoj Clowns. 

The Bexar County Sheriff's Mounted Posse 
will ride the Olympics torch from Houston, 
site .of the 1973 state meet, to San Antonio, 
site of the 1972 state meet, to Austin. 

The meet will be held Thursday, Friday 
and Saturday at the University of Texas. 
Track, field and gymnastic events will take 
place in Memorial Stadium and swimming 
will be in the Gregory Gymnasium pool. Par
ticipants will be housed in Jester Dormitory. 

IMPEACHMENT 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, article 

II, section 4 of the Constitution provides: 
The President, Vice President and all civil 

Officers of the United States, shall be re
moved from Office on Impeachment for, and 
Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high 
Crimes and Misdemeanors. 

Article I, section 2 vests "the sole 
power of impeachment" in the House of 
Representatives, and article I, section 3 
describes the Senate's "sole power to try 
all impeachments." 

The framers of the Constitution were 
realists. They were confident that the 
people had the ability to make self-

government work; but they were skep
tical of human nature and feared what 
might happen if the President were ac
corded unlimited power. 

As a result, the Constitution was care
fully designed with many checks and bal
ances to prevent the excessive use of 
power which might threaten American 
freedom. 

One of the checks and balances built 
inoo the Constitution was impeachment. 
The framers gave the legislative branch 
the power to remove a sitting President, 
in the words of the Constitution, for 
"treason, bribery, or other high crimes 
and misdemeanors." 

Entirely apart from the debate over 
what· constitutes an impeachable of
fense, it is clear from the constitutional 
debates, as well as the face of the docu
ment itself, that the framers intended to 
impower the legislative branch to remove 
the head of the executive branch. It is 
abundantly clear that impeachment was 
codified as a cornerstone of our constitu
tional structure. 

Why was the impeachment mechanism 
included? The framers envisioned cir
cumstances where the 4-year term would 
not be sufficient to check the aggrega
tion or abuse of power by the executive. 
In the words of Harvard's Raoul Berger: 

It was because the separation of powers 
left no room for removal by ai vote of no 
confidence that impeachment was adopted as 
a safety valve, a security against an oppres
sive or corrupt President and his sheltered 
ministers. 

James Madison put it this way, when, 
in his Journal, he wrote: 

(Madison) thought It Indispensable that 
some provision should be made for defend
ing the Community ag(ain) st the incapacity, 
negligence or perfidy of the chief Magistrate. 
The limitation of the period of his service 
was not a sufficient security. He might lose 
his capacity after his appointment. He might 
pervert his administration into a scheme of 
peculation or oppression ... In the case of 
the Executive Magistracy which was to ad
ministered by a single man, loss of capacity 
or corruption was more within the compass 
of probable events, and either of them might 
be fatal to the Republic. 

The framers wanted a way to remove 
a sitting executive. They chose impeach
ment; they vested the power in the 
House; they placed the trial in the 
Senate. 

Surely, the power of impeachment is 
the most solemn power entrusted to the 
legislative branch, involving as it does 
the removal of the head of a coordinate 
branch of government. Nevertheless, the 
power of impeachment is one of the in
dispensable--possibly the most indis
pensable-elements of the system of 
checks and balances that the framers 
constructed to keep official power within 
bounds. 

If the House were to vote a bill of im
peachment, the trial would take place in 
the Senate. As a Member of that body, 
and a potential juror in an impeachment 
trial, I must not, and I will not, prejudge 
the question of whether the President 
should be impeached or the nature of the 
evidence for or against the President. I 
cannot, however, remain silent on the 
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question of access to evidence essential 
to an impeachment inquiry. 

The power of impeachment is the pre
rogative of the House of Representatives. 
Its power is sole; the scope of its exercise 
must be absolute. In exercising the power 
of impeachment, the House must be able 
to investigate, must be able to study, 
must be able to make an informed judge
ment as to whether grounds for impeach
ment--under any of the various defini
tions-exist. 

Yet, we .all know too well of the "stone
walling" that has confronted the House 
Judiciary Committee as it has carried on 
its impeachment inquiry. To its request 
for relevant materials, it received delay 
and excuses. To its initial subpena for 
needed materials, it received partial 
transcripts. To its latest subpena, it 
received defiance. 

Mr. Nixon has clearly defined his at
titude toward the impeachment process: 
It is up to me, he says, to define those 
offenses for which I am accountable via 
the impeachment process; and it is, 
iabove all, up to me, he says, to decide 
which evidence might be used in an 
impeachment investigation. 

If Mr. Nixon's view of impeachment is 
accepted, either through congressional 
acquiescence or congressional indiff er
ence, impeachment becomes a sunken 
ship on the constitutional waters. Im
peachment becomes nothing more than 
an empty gesture, subject to Executive 
veto. 

To disregard this vital element of our 
constitutional system-to read the im
peachment clause as mere surplusage
is to demean the Constitution and to 
throw its carefully constructed equilib
rium out of balance. 

There is only one way to hold a sitting 
President accountable. And a President 
must be accountable. It rests with the 
House of Representatives to hold the 
President accountable. 

When we denigrate impeachment, we 
denigrate a device which the framers 
regarded as essential to a republican 
form of government. When we ignore 
impeachment, we ignore an important 
element in our system of checks of 
balances. When we allow impeachment to 
be frustrated by Presidential fiat, we 
frustrate the Constitution. 

Throughout the past severe:..! months, 
as various investigative bodies-the 
grand jury, the Senate Watergate Com
mittee, and the House Judiciary Com
mittee-have been seeking to get to the 
truth behind the Watergate scandal, 
President Nixon has repeatedly argued 
that he is, by his refusal to cooperate 
with these bodies, protecting the Presi
dency. Hi says that his reliance upon 
"executive privilege,'' "national se
curity," and simple defiance is necessary 
to preserve the integrity and independ
ence of the Office of the President. 

Far greater than any alleged threat to 
the Presidency, is the threat to the fu
ture viability of Congress as a coordinate 
branch of government. The total frustra
tion of the impeachment power will be 
the ultimate castration of Congress. 

In the words of columnist and editor 
George Will: 

If Mr. Nixon gets away with his doctrine 
nullifying the Constitution's impeachment 
provision-that is, if he sticks to his doc
trine and stm manages to finish his term 
then the first business of the 95th Congress 
when it convenes January, 1977, should be 
to amend the Constitution, deleting all lan
guage that suggests impeachment applicable 
to presidents. 

We should make the 95th Congress do that, 
and then we should forbid all Congresses to 
do anything else of consequence, ever. 

Richard Nixon's impeachment "strat
egy" is but another instance of Presi
dential usurpation of congressional pre
rogatives. The warmaking power is vested 
in Congress by article I. Yet, we all know 
of the serious Presidential incursions on 
that power. The Congress has the power 
to appropriate money, the President may 
veto legislation, but the item-veto was 
rejected by the framers. Yet, we know 
the impoundments that more than 20 
Federal and State courts have ruled 
illegal. 

If Richard Nixon is successful in 
usurping the congressional impeachment 
function, he will have cast the ultimate 
stone against a coordinate branch of 
government. 

It will, indeed, be a strange version of 
the Constitution that will be operative 
when the next President takes office. The 
warmaking power will have mysteri
ously shifted to the executive branch. 
Duly appropriated money will only have 
to be spent when the President finds that 
prospect attractive. And the President 
will be totally immune from impeach
ment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the col
umn by Mr. Will, entitled "For Congress: 
A 'Make-or-Break' Test," from the 
Washington Post of May 28, 1974, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FOR CONGRESS: A "MAKE-OR-BREAK" TEST 

(By George F. W111) 
Twelve years ago California voters re

jected Mr. Nixon's offer to be their governor, 
causing columnist Murray Kempton to feel 
reprieved: "Richard Nixon's defeat in Cali
fornia has removed him to that small place 
in history which belongs to national disas
ters which did not quite happen." 

But it is stm too early to write Mr. Nixon 
off as a national disaster. He seems to want 
to be a disaster, but the unintended effects 
of public figures are often more important 
than their intended effects. 

Mr. Nixon did not intend to spend his 
second term conferring self-respect on Con
gress, or nullifying the impeachment provi
sions of the Constitution. But he is going to 
do one or the other, and whichever it is, we 
will be better off. 

All this became inevitable when Archi
bald Cox, the first Special Prosecutor, unin
tentially became the Anne Boleyn of Ameri
can history. 

Ms. Boleyn, Henry VIII's second wife, gave 
birth to a girl. Henry did not understand 
chromosomes, so he did not suffer baby girls 
gracefully. He terminated the marriage, 
thereby bringing on the English Reforma
tion and, you might say, the United States. 

Similarly, Mr. Cox never really did any
thing. except displease the sovereign, who 
beheaded Mr. Cox. This caused the impeach
ment process to clank into what passes for 
motion in the House of Representatives. 

This led ineluctably to the House Judiciary 
Committee's subpoena for the "best evi
dence"-the tapes. 

The subpoena produced a few custom
tailored transcripts, and a letter from Mr. 
Nixon telling the committee to stop pester
ing him. 

Mr. Nixon has thrown down the gauntlet 
in the form of a doctrine. His doctrine is: a 
President has the right to decide which of
fenses he will permit himself to be im
peached for, and he also has the right to se
lect, trim, polish and edit any evidence used 
against him. 

If Mr. Nixon sticks to this doctrine, and if 
he is not impeached for sticking to it, it will 
become the definitive precedent. It wm es
tablish presidential control over impeach
ment inquiries against Presidents. It will 
mean that Presidents are immune from im
peachment. 

Of course it is conceivable that Mr. Nix
on's assertion of this doctrine may have a 
dramatic unintended effect. 

All Napoleon wanted to do was subdue 
those rival principaMties. But he inadver
tently provoked them into becoming modern 
Germany. Mr. Nixon's aggressive doctrine 
may provoke the little rival princess on Cap
itol Hill. They may unite. against him in 
defense of their institution's prerogatives. 

Mr. Nixon's doctrine is a potentially lethal 
blow aimed at the constitutional impeach
ment process itself. As such it is his worst 
offense yet, worse even than hiring the people 
he hired and helping to cover up what they 
did. 

If Mr. Nixon sticks to his doctrine and is 
not impeached, then perhaps he is right in 
saying that Presidents should be immune 
from impeachment. Perhaps Congress 1s too 
confused to be trusted with anything as 
weighty as the impeachment power. 

The 93d Congress, now sitting, 1s a typical 
Congress. Using anesthetics and forceps, it 
has extracted a bit of doctored evidence from 
Mr. Nixon. 

If Congress does not think Mr. Nixon's 
denial of all other evidence--his attempt to 
destroy the impeachment process-is itself 
an impeachable offense, then Congress 
should indeed quit pestering Mr. Nixon. It 
should stop its impeachment charade. 

Worse than unenforced laws are unen
forceable laws. Worse still is a constitutional 
provision that is unenforceable. Worst of all 
is a constitutional provision that is unen
forceable but not recognized as such. 

Impeachment, as regards Presidents, may 
be such a provision. It may offer only the 
illusion of recourse against abuse of power. 

If Mr. Nixon gets away with his doctrine 
nullifying the Constitution's impeachment 
provision-that is, if he sticks to his doctrine 
and still manages to finish his term then 
the first business of the 95th Congress when 
it convenes January, 1977, should be to 
amend the Constitution, deleting all lan
guage that suggests impeachment applicable. 
to presidents. 

We should make the 95th Congress do that, 
and then we should forbid all Congresses to 
do anything else of consequence, ever. 

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, on May 14, 

the Senate passed legislation to amend 
the Clean Air Act of 1970, to provide a 
means of dealing with the energy short
ages. 

H.R. 14368, which I supported, provides 
for temporary suspension of certain air 
pollution requirements, requires reports 
with respect to energy resources, and pro
vides for coal conversion. The authority 
granted is temporary, in recognition of 
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the need to continue energy conserva
tion efforts, and balancing this need with 
our environmental goals. 

The New York Times, on May 28, con
tained an editorial on the Senate's ac
tion, in SUPPort of the Senate version of 
the legislation. I commend it to my col
leagues for their information, and ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CLEAN Am, LIMITED 

The b111 to amend the Clean Air Act of 
1970, recently passed by the Senate, is at best 
an environmentalist rearguard action. In its 
original form, as an Administration package 
designed. to meet the oil shortage, the pro
posed changes were wholly indefensible. 
They would have all but wiped out effective 
clean air standards until such time as the 
United States became, in fact, independent 
of foreign oil. 

Russell Train, administrator for the En
vironmental Protection Agency, took excep
tion to some of the White House provisions 
but passed the package along. The House 
passed an amending b111 that was bad but 
better than the Administration's. The Sen
ate's b111 is a marked. improvement over that 
of the House. 

Sponsoring the changes, Senator Muskie 
of Maine has suggested that he ts iJent on 
precluding something worse. He and other 
envlronmentaltst Senators are yielding to the 
incontrovertible fact that there ls an on 
shortage and that no matter what temporary 
reltef ts being felt at the moment, tt will be 
intensified in the foreseeable future. Coal is 
needed-and quickly. Their hope is to keep 
that need from being made a pretext for 
wiping out the hard-won advances that have 
been made toward a more breathable 
atmosphere. 

Viewed in this Ught, the Senate b111 ts a 
compromise that appears to leave no one 
acutely unhappy and no one overly en
thused. Environmentalists, power companies 
and automobile manufacturers can all take 
some comfort in it, if not much. It will buy 
an unpredictable increment of energy for an 
unpredictahle loss in clean air. 

Most important among its provisions, the 
Senate substitute would significantly narrow 
the freedom of industrial and power plants 
now fueled by gas or oil to convert to coal. 
Where that freedom could be generously con
strued tinder the House b111, the Senate 
would limit it to those fac111ties that are lo
cated in areas already meeting the air qual
ity standards fixed by the E.P.A. No conver
sions would be allowed that would jeopardize 
those standards. 

Under either measure, stringent controls 
of automobile emissions will again be post
poned. The original act required such con
trols on all 1975 model-year cars. The dead
line was later put oft' to 1976, and the new 
amendments would give the manufacturers 
until 1977, with the E.P.A. having the option 
of giving them a years' extension beyond 
that. 

The auto industry's leisurely pace in the 
reduction of car pollutants means corre
sponding delay in the attainment of general 
clean air goals-unless auto traffic itself is 
to be sharply curtatletl. On the brighter side, 
modification of the Clean Air Act would 
bring nearer the day when New York wm 
have to limit if not ban taxi-cruising, put a 
high tax on parking, levy tolls on all bridges 
and otherwise discourage the needless use o:r 
the internal combustion engine. 

Meanwhile, of the two moves to com
promise on clean air for more energy, the 
tougher Senate version should by all means 
prevail in the conference committee. 

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

United Nations General Assembly, on De
cember 11, 1946, stated in its first resolu
tion on the subject of genocide: 

Genocide ls a denial of the right of exist
ence of entire human groups, as homicide is 
the dental s>f the right to live of individual 
human beings. 

We in the United States proudly point 
to our Constitution, and more partic
ularly to our Bill of Rights, as a staunch 
guardian of individual rights. We place 
great value on the individual's right to 
live, as is evidenced by our vast system of 
criminal laws dealing with homicide. Yet 
the Senate procrastinates on the ratifica
tion of the Genocide Convention which 
deals with the right to live of not merely 
one individual but entire groups of in
dividuals. 

The 25-year delay in the ratification of 
this convention can only cause serious 
doubts in the minds of the citizens of the 
world as t.o the sincerity of our commit
ment to the right to live. Traditionally 
we have been leaders in support of basic 
human rights. Our failure to act in this 
instance, however, stands in glaring con
tradiction to this leadership. The Sen
ate's delay on genocide caused former 
Chief Justice Earl Warren to remark: 

We as a nation should have been first to 
ratify the Genocide Convention-instead we 
may well be the last. 

Mr. President, I urge that we live up to 
our role as leaders and ratify the Geno
cide Convention promptly. 

ANNIVERSARY OF THE ADOPTION 
OF THE POLISH CONSTITUTION 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, on 

May 3, the Polish community around the 
world commemorated the adoption of 
the Polish Constitution in 1791. Through
out the month of May, this anniversary 
has served as a source of pride to all 
Polish-Americans. 

The principles of the 3d of May con
stitution are the foundations of both the 
Polish and American struggles for free
dom. With its goals of national sov
ereignty, freed om of choice and basic 
human rights for all, the 3d of May con
stitution closely parallels those values 
our Founding Fathers embodied in our 
Constitution. Today, some 10 million 
Americans of Polish origin enjoy the pro
tections and guarantees of life and lib
erty under our historic document. And 
this same democratic spirit and yearning 
for Political self-determination is alive 
today in the hearts and minds of the 
people of Poland. 

Each year, thousands of Poles enter 
the United States and find here an en
vironment which nurtures human rights 
and opportunity. During fiscal year 1973, 
of the 400,000 immigrants entering the 
United States, over 4,000 made the 
journey from Poland. Over 2,000 Polish 
visitors last year adjusted their visa sta
tus when they arrived to become perma
nent residents here. 

In Illinois alone, over 72,000 residents 
were born in Poland and 225,000 can 
trace their parentage to Poland. 

America's friendship and support for 
the oppressed nations of Eastern Europe 
is well known. During the period from 
1946 through 1973, 164,494 Polish citi
zens took refuge in the United States
further proof that resistance to Soviet 
domination continues. 

Today, I join in offering encourage
ment and hope to those who are still 
forced to live with hardship and sup
pression in their r.Jstoric homeland. I am 
proud to represent the almost 300,000 
citizens of Polish ancestry in Illinois 
whose business and social achievements 
and participation in government provide 
an excellent source of inspiration to the 
people of Poland. It is my sincere hope 
that continued diplomatic efforts will 
someday allow the Polish people to enjoy 
the true independence they so earnestly 
desire. 

19TH TUNISIAN NATIONAL DAY 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, 19 years 

ago, on June 1, 1955, Habi Bourguiba, the 
leader of the Tunisian Neo-Destour Party 
was allowed to come back home after 
several years of imprisonment and ex
ile. A few months later, on March 20, 
1956, the French Government formally 
granted Tunisia her independence, and 
Mr. Bourgiba eventually became the head 
of the Tunisian Government and later 
the President of the Tunisian Republic. 
However, it was the return of their 

leader rather than the formal granting 
of independence that the Tunisian peo
ple and government chose for their Na
tional Day. Last Friday then, the Tu
nisian people commemorated for the 19th 
time their National Day, and this will be 
an occasion for the world to review once 
again the remarkable political stability, 
social progress, and economic develop
ment achieved by this small Arab nation 
of North Africa since she freed herself of 
foreign rule. 

The history of modern Tunisia has be
come common with Habib Bourguiba 
since he left the old Destour Party in 
1934 and created the Neo-Destour Party. 

In the 19 years since Tunisia became 
independent, the country has modern-

. ized to a large extent. Thanks to heavy 
expenditures on education-Tunisia 
spends proportionately more money on 
education than any country on Earth
education has become widespread, the 
standard of living has doubled, and the 
economy has diversified and improved. 
All these impressive successes were due 
partly to the hard work and ingenuity of 
the Tunisian people, and partly to the in
ternational assistance her government 
has been able to obtain and use effi
ciently. Thanks to this progress, reliance 
on foreign assistance is decreasing, and 
some experts think it could be phased out 
in a few years if the present trends con
tinue. 

The rate of growth of population has 
been checked, thanks to the first pro
gram of birth control set up in an Arab 
or African country. The sta.tus of women 
has been one of the first concerns of the 
Government, and the condition of women 
in Tunisia is now to be envied in several 
countries; polygamy has been abolished 
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and Tunisian women now have the same 
rights as men. 

In the international field, this small 
country of 5.5 million people, which is 
the site of ancient Carthage, chose une
quivocally from the first days of its in
dependence to side with the free world. 
Even during World War II, before Tu
nisia became independent, her future 
leaders chose to support the Allies rather 
than the Axis, even when the latter had 
the upper hand. Today, although she is 
a member of the nonalined group, her 
sympathies are still going toward the 
ideals of democracy, freedom and self
determination for which we stand. Her 
government has steadily emphasized the 
virtues of moderation and cooperation 
between nations. You all know that as 
early as 1965, President Bourguiba had 
the foresight to advocate negotiations 
between the Arabs and Israelis, in the 
context of United Nations resolutions, to 
break the Middle East stalemate. It is 
unfortunate that the Arabs and Israelis 
needed two more wars, and untold dev
astation and human suffering to heed 
his advice. 

I would also like to mention the 
friendly and constant relationship that 
has existed between our two countries 
since Tunisia became independent. Presi
dent Bourguiba has already visited the 
United States in an offi.cial capacity 
twice, in 1961 and again in 1968, and I 
understand plans are underway to pre
pare another visit before the end of this 
year. 

Mr. President, it is with a great deal 
of pleasure that I ofter the government 
and the people of Tunisia congratula
tions on their Na.tional Day. 

STUDENTS FLOCK TO VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there 
was good news on the front page of the 
Washington Post this morning in a story 
by Ron Shafter. A headline proclaimed: 
"Students Flock to Vocational Courses." 
Why is that good news? It is because 
the one way we can improve the stand
ard of living in this country-and pay 
ever high wages without devastating in
flation is by increasing productivity. And 
one sure way to increase productivity is 
to improve the training and skill-the 
availability of the technicians who pro
duce our goods. 

In my series of speeches on what is 
right with the Federal Government I 
recently pointed to improvement in this 
country's education as a shining accom
plishment of the past few years. In the 
past dozen years we have increased our 
Federal contribution to vocational educa
tion by more than ten fold-a thousand 
percent. This article in the Post tells the 
happy story of the results eloquently. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STUDENTS FLOCK TO VOCATIONAL COURSES 

(By Ron Shaffer) 
Paul Farmer, 15, is one of those high school 

students who doesn't like the classroom. He 

is interested in welding, not English lltera
ture. 

Starting in September, Paul will be able 
to spend two hours a day studying welding, 
among other construction techniques, at a 
new $4.6 million career education center in 
Arlington. The center is one more response 
by a school system to the growing number 
o! students who waillt to leave high school 
with a start toward a. career that does not 
require four years of college. 

"Kids aren't going to college any more just 
for the sake o! it," explains Thom.as E. Smo
linski, director of the career center. "They 
want more of an idea in high school what 
they're going to be doing in later life, rather 
tha.n waiting to get to a university to do 
their exploring. 

Consequently, school officials in the Wash
ington metropolitan area report, participa
tion in vocational courses has doubled or 
tripled in the last few years, and local public 
school systems are rapidly expanding the 
number of career orientation programs and 
specialized vocational training. 

One of the moving forces in this trend, 
educators say, is a change in attitudes of 
youth toward blue collar work. 

No longer are students as conscious about 
status as they once were, and this is break
ing down old perceptions that there are so
called "good jobs", like doctors, and "bad 
jobs", like bricklayers, local educators say. 

School officials also are working to remove 
the traditional stigma attached to jobs in
volving physical labor by offering more voca
tional courses, and a career education pro
gram from kindergarten on designed to show 
how different jobs relate and how each can be 
valuable and satisfying. 

This program includes hands on tools in 
kindergarten; role playing in the elementary 
schools where youngsters act out both whiite
collar and sk11led labor jobs and visits to 
work sites where students are encouraged to 
study the worker as well as the product. 

In junior high school the study becomes 
more intense, with students focusing on the 
connection between a range of jobs in fields 
such as transportation, health sciences, com
munication or marketing. 

Then, those students in high school who 
have a strong interest in a job can choose 
from a list of vocational training courses that 
is being expanded annually but still is not 
meeting the demand. 

More than 1,000 students already have 
signed up for the Arlington career center 
courses, and there are waiting lists for most 
classes. 

"Traditionally the adage was, 'Get good 
grades and stay in school or you'll have to go 
to work,' but more and more students are 
disregarding that," says Dr. N. Edwin Craw
ford, director of career education for Prince 
George's public schools. "Youngsters are 
opting to go to work; they want to go to 
work, to get involved." 

In developing their vocational curriculum, 
administrators note also that jobs stemming 
from vocational training often pay more than 
so-called white collar jobs available to college 
graduates, and that the Department of Labor 
predicts that three out of four new jobs be
tween now and the end of the decade will not 
require a college education. 

One of the ironies of the present high un
employment rate is that there is a shortage 
of workers in construction and maintenance
related fields. "Try to get something fixed in 
your home-a television, plumbing, electrical 
work-and you can't get it done," says Dr. 
Crawford. 

"In the past we've channeled kids into 
what we thought was good for them; we 
told them these (blue collar) jobs were bad 
and nobody went out to work them," he 
said. "Now kids are more intelligent. They're 
looking for something meaningful and rel
evant to them and they're not letting this 

older generation impose their values on 
them." 

Critics of the trend toward career educa
tion and increased vocational training, Dr. 
Crawford says, "complain we're trying to 
lock kids into an early choice. But in career 
education we're simply trying to give kids 
more information with their career options. 
It begins in kindergarten and covers not just 
blue-collar jobs, but all jobs." 

For instance in the Prince George's County 
police department, Crawford said, there are 
450 jobs other than being a patrolman. 
"These are jobs that kids know nothing 
about. Many are high paying and very inter
esting. That's what career education is, try
ing to let kids know about these other jobs." 

Paul Farmer, a sophomore at Washington
Lee High School, says he figures the Arlington 
career center is what he's looking for. 

"In the first year (general construction) 
you get to arcweld, and the second year you 
get further training in welding. That helps 
getting into a union," he says. "A journey
man welder makes good money, and that's 
something you can always fall back on if 
you want to try something else." 

Paul's two older brothers are iron workers, 
his mother explains, and Paul is tired of 
school already. We're not your 9-to-5 office 
family type; Paul likes getting outdoors, so 
this (program) wlll be great !or him." 

Arlington, like the other Washington area 
school systems, wlll allow students to spend 
up to halt their classroom time training in 
courses such as hotel-motel management, 
fashion design, carpentry, masonry and 
chtld care, with the rest of their time devoted 
to the standard academic construction at 
their home high schools. 

In Alexandria. junior high school students 
now can watch a butcher carve meat in the 
class room; in Montgomery County high 
school students can intern as say, a congres
sional aide or work part time in data proc
essing; and in Fairfax County students build 
houses. 

As part o! their high school vocational 
training experience, students in some Wash
ington area school jurisdictions repair at 
cost cars, ra.<llos, televisions, and heating and 
air conditioning products brought in by the 
public. They set hair, cut hair or give mani
cures in cosmetology and barbering classes 
and build prefabricated sheds, raise nursery 
products and repair lawnmowers. 

One of the unusual vocational projects in 
the area is the home in Annandale built en
tirely by Fairfax County high school stu
dents. 

The project took 18 months; boys did most 
of the construction and girls planned the 
interior design and the color-coding, and 
together they marketed it. 

The home sold for $73,000 last !all to tele
vision newscaster Wes Sarginson. "It has 
been an outstanding home, with many fewer 
problems than you would expect in a new 
house,'' Sarginson told a reporter this week. 

His previous, smaller home cost $69 a 
month to heat, Sarginson said: the larger, 
student-built home costs $32 a month. "That 
gives you an idea about how much tighter 
the new home is." 

The quality of student work, Sarginson 
said, can be further evidenced in the repair 
job they did on a car owned by his friend 
and coanchorman, Fred Thomas. 

"He had a Volkswagen van that was a mov
ing junkpile, an embarrassment to ride in,'' 
Sarginson said. "The floor was rusted 
through, no body shop would touch it." Stu
dents in an auto mechanics course at George 
Marshall High School near McLean tore the 
car down and refurbished it to near-new 
quality, Sarginson said. The cost was parts 
and $1 for labor. 

Construction students from all 22 Fairfax 
County high schools are now involved in 
building a complex of eight structures at 
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Hemlock Overlook Regional Park near Clif
ton. This project, built with Northern Vir
ginia Regional Park Authority money, is to 
be an environmental campus where students 
can take overnight field trips for nature 
study. 

About 50 of the students are at the work 
site all day and have their English and so
cial studies classes in the woods. 

While Arlington is the first to consolidate 
vocational programs in one complex, Alexan
dria has plans to follow suit in 1976 with a 
vocational complex at T. C. Williams High 
School, and the District of Columbia is mov
ing toward opening some area vocational cen
ters that wlll include programs of study in 
services, marketing, and construction. 

Some of these are due to be opened next 
fall, and gradually will replace the tradition
al vocational schools in the District, which 
offered its special training only to those 
students in the school. 

The high school vocational programs are 
structured to provide the basics for contin
ued study specialized at area junior colleges 
and technical schools. Often one or two years 
beyond high school is required to enter 
skilled jobs. 

"We don't want students to have to spend 
four years in college to find out what they 
want to do," Dr. Crawford said. "We want to 
let them know what options are open to 
them early on, and have them know about 
different types of work and become involved 
in appropriate technical training and aca
demic instruction that will prepare them 
for jobs. 

"One high school girl told me she wanted 
to major in medical research in college," 
Dr. Crawford said. "I asked her why and 
she said she had picked that field out of a 
college catalogue. She didn't know anything 
about it--the hours, the pluses and minuses, 
the requirements or whether she even had 
the aptitude for it. 

"My own son decided in high school to be 
an economist because he read where it was 
one of the highest paying jobs. But he didn't 
know what the job entailed until his last 
two years in college. It's a sad story but it 
happens all the time." 

His son went on to get a master's degree 
in education, Dr. Crawford added, but now 
works as a paint foreman because that pays 
better than work he could find in his college 
major. 

FOOD PRICES DROP AT THE FARM, 
BUT NOT AT THE SUPERMARKET 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as 
part of my continuing interest in food 
prices, as chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Consumer Economics, I chaired 
hearings at the end of May on process
ing and retailing practices which in
crease the price or lower the quality of 
food to the consumer. Our witnesses pro
vided numerous examples of such prac
tices and the subcommittee plans to use 
their testimony as a basis for further 
hearings. 

A problem which all our witnesses ac
knowledged was the level of concentra
tion in both food processing and retail
ing. In the cereal, soup and canned fruits 
and vegetables industries, three or four 
firms completely dominate the market. 
In retailing, some cities, like Washing
ton, D.C., are at the mercy of two, three, 
or four large chains. It has been esti
mated by Federal Trade Commission 
staff that the consumer pays an extra 
$2.3 billion in food bills because of the 
lack of adequate competition in the food 
marketing system. 

The retail food chains have often 
countered this argument by claiming that 
their profit margins are already so low 
that prices are at a minimum. However, 
Dr. Russell Parker, an economist with 
the Federal Trade Commission, told our 
subcommittee that--

we often hear that prices charged by groc
ery chains cannot be greatly affected by con
centration or other struc·tural variables be
cause their profit-to-sales ratios are low. 
Most food chains do have profit-to-sales in 
the two to five percent range before taxes. 
A look at the evidence shows that prices can 
be reduced and profits are not driven to neg
ative levels .... In recent years low-margin 
retailers have been among the most profitable 
firms in the food chain business. 

The cost and profits derived from food 
processing also increase retail prices. 
Testimony from the agribusiness ac
countability project showed that profits 
of some meat, fruit, and vegetable pro
cessors increased between 23 and 110 per
cent during 1973. Although food market
ing firms were in some cases recouping 
losses suffered during price and wage 
controls, the subcommittee intends to 
closely monitor the profit performance 
of these firms during this year. 

In this period of high food prices, the 
movement of the farm-retail price spread 
merits special attention. Statistics com
piled by the Department of Agriculture 
show that since June 1973, the farm-re
tail spread has increased by 25.3 percent. 
In the last several months farm prices 
have declined. In the last 2 months alone 
they have dropped 16 percent. Yet there 
has been little reflection of this decline 
at the retail level. Even Dr. Paarlberg, 
Director of Agricultural Economics at 
the Department of Agriculture, expressed 
surprise that retail food prices had only 
declined by 0.3 percent in April. He in
dicated that USDA had expected retail 
prices to drop at least 1 percent given 
the sharp decline in farm prices. Nor
mally retail prices lag slightly behind 
when farm prices drop. I intend to follow 
movements in the spread this year and 
to question food retailers before the sub
committee if adjustments in retail food 
prices are not made soon. 

The subcommittee intends to investi
gate a number of other issues relating to 
food prices during further hearings this 
year. I am especially concerned about 
the recent action by the Federal Trade 
Commission in abandoning an investi
gation of retail food chains in Washing
ton. Furthermore, the Federal Trade 
Commission has recently begun a wide
ranging study of the entire food market
ing industry which we expect to follow 
closely. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that excerpts from the excellent 
testimony presented by our witnesses fol
low my remarks in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY RUSSELL C. PARKER, ASSISTANT 

TO THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF ECONOMICS, 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub
committee on Con.sumer Economics, I am 
Russell C. Parker, Assistant to the Director, 
Bureau of Economics, Federal Trade Commis-

s1on.1 It ls a privilege to appear before this 
Committee to testify on the subject of con
centration in the food processing and retail
ing industries and the consequences of this 
concentration for the consumer. 

The best single, generally available, meas
ure for evaluating the importance of mo
nopoly in industries is the level of market 
concentration. The degree of product differ
entiation between the outputs of competing 
sellers and the difficulty faced by potential 
entrants are also important but the exist
ence of these leads to, and therefore are 
highly correlated with, high concentration. 

The level of concentration in a product 
market indicates the extent to which com
peting sellers are likely to be affected by 
the selling strategies of others. Market con
centration ratios are an index of the degree 
of interdependence of firms. Competitors in 
unconcentrated markets are each so small 
they are not concerned with possible com
petitor reactions when choosing their mar
keting strategies. When concentration is 
substantial, the interdependence of leading 
firms is so great that strong communities of 
interest develop to identify and avoid those 
strategies most likely to lead to competitive 
reactions which ia.re destructive to profits. 
Strong price rivalry is usually the first to be 
identified. This situation is called oligopoly. 
When concentration is great enough-this 
is when all firms can act without fear of 
effective dissent in achieving joint profit 
maximization-monopoly exists. The several 
firms acting together in this fashion are 
generally referred to as participating in a 
shared monopoly. Competition in concen
trated, oligopolistic type, industries mainly 
occurs in terms of product variations, addi
tional advertising and services. 

The Bureau of the Census computes con
centration statistics which show the percent 
of production or sales in a market accounted 
for by the 4, 8, or 20 largest producers. These 
measures are computed for manufacturing 
industries about three years after each reg
ular Census year which is supposed to be 
every five years. The latest Census year for 
which complete concentration data are cur
rently available is 1967. On two occasions 
since World War II, 1966 and 1970, the Census 
has provided very limited concentration tab
ulations based on its annual survey of man
ufacturers. In addition to manufacturing, 
grocery retailing concentration ratios for 230 
metropolitan areas are computed by Census 
every Census year for the Federal Trade 
Commission. The most recent tabulations are 
for 1967. What do these concentration data 
show about the state of competition in food 
processing and retailing? 

How has concentration changed? Between 
1958, the Census year and 1970 there were 
several definitional changes which make 
comparisons over time difficult. However, an 
analysis of concentration changes is possible 
for the 31 industries whose definitions re
mained unchanged. Of these 31, fourteen 
showed concentration increases of more than 
two percentage points and nine showed de
clines of that magnitude. In other words 
there was an upward shift in concentration. 
Of the redefined industries, five caused the 
industry to move to a lower concentration 
category and three caused changes in the re
verse direction. The downward moving indus
tries were quite large and in net the re
definitions caused a significant downward 
shift in the distribution of industries. 

The most significant concentration in
creases in the 1958 to 1970 period were con-

• This statement repreeents only the views 
of a member of the FTC staff. It is not in
tended to be, and should not be construed 
as, representative of an official Commission 
policy. 
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fectionary products, beer and wine indus
tries. Mergers and high advertising expendi
tures were important factors in each of these 
industries. The brightest spot in the con
centration picture is meat packing (2011). 
This is a very important industry accounting 
for about 10 percent of all food industry 
value added and nearly one out of five dol
lars spent by consumers. Since World War II 
meat packers went down from 41 percent to 
23 percent. Meat packing (2011) is an area 
where advertising is unimportant and con
sumers are aided in their purchase of meat 
by U.S. Government inspection and grading. 

Besides the high and probably increasing 
level of concentration in individual food in-, 
dustries, concentration is also high for food 
manufacturing overall because of the multi
industry participation of large food manu
facturing corporations. Just 50 food manu
facturing corporations control most of the 
important producing position in all of the 
individual industries and product classes ac
cording to Census Bureau tabulation. These 
fifty corporations owned half of all food man
ufacturing assets in 1965 and there is an in
creasing trend. The 50 largest of 1950 con
trolled less than 42 percent and, since 1965, 
asset concentration with the 50 largest has 
continued to increase to where I estimate 
that the current 50 largest companies may 
account for close to 60 percent of total food 
manufacturing assets. 

Concentration of profits and advertising 
expenditures is even greater than assets and 
is also increasing. Whereas the 50 largest 
companies controlled 50 percent of assets in 
1964, they accounted for 61 percent of profits 
and nearly 90 percent of television advertis
ing. 

All of the increase in concentration of food 
manufacturing assets within the 50 largest 
food manufacturers between 1950 and 1!965 
was due to mergers. Although some of the 
merger activity was horizontal in nature, 
most was conglomerate. This was particu
larly true of mergers taking place after the 
early 1950's. The conglomerate activity was 
primarily the acquisition of companies in 
related .products or in the same product but 
in different geographic markets. Acquired 
firms were often large. Many ranked among 
the largest food manufacturers prior to being 
acquired. Many were substantial advertisers 
of well known food product brands. In this 
regard, it is significant to observe the change 
in advertising after acquisition. Almost im
mediately the average amount of advertising 
expenditure for the acquired brands was 
doubled, with television advertising showing 
the greatest increase. Another interesting 
fact is that acquisition was almost the sole 
route by which the largest companies entered 
new industries. FTC detailed product data for 
the 20 largest food manufacturers showed 
that nearly 90 percent of the product areas 
entered by the companies were directly trace
able to merger. Others, that could not be def
initely traced, were likely due to merger. Only 
a very small number of the entries into new 
produ ct areas could be definitely identified 
as internal expansion. The very low research 
and development expenditures of the largest 
food manufacturers are consistent with this 
finding. Worley found that food manufactur
ing was the only major industrial group 
where there was an inverse relationship be
tween size of firm and the number of research 
and development personnel per 1,000 em
ployees. The picture that emerges from these 
data and others, such as use of field sales 
force personnel and advertising intensity, is 
that large food manufacturers are primarily 
concerned with exploitation of product areas 
developed originally by smaller firms. The ex
ploitation by large corporations is mainly 
based on competition reducing advertising 
and other forms of product differentiation. 

Since the 1960's, merger activity involving 
food companies has remained very vigorous. 
The rate of acquisition of larger food ma.nu-

facturing companies is particularly signifi
cant. The Federal Trade Commission's merger 
series of acquired companies with more than 
$10 million in assets shows that 111 such 
companies were acquired in the two decades 
between 1948 and 1968. In just three years, 
1969 through 1971, 46 such companies have 
been acquired. Food industry mergers, as a 
share of all mining and manufacturing large 
mergers, have increased by nearly half. The 
food industries are facing a major threat to 
their small and medium size viable firms. 

Now I would like to review briefly the im
portance of monopoly in food retailing. Con
centration in grocery retailing is showing a 
strong upward trend. Just 20 large grocery 
chains accounted for 40 percent of total 
grocery store sales in the United States ln 
1970, according to Census tabulations. This 
was a one-third increase from the 30 percent 
controlled by the 20 largest chains in 1954. 
It is important to note that none of the 20 
largest is a national chain. This is important 
because competition in grocery retailing oc
curs at the local level. Few consumers con
sider traveling to another city to purchase 
groceries. At the city level, concentration in 
grocery retailing is high and increasing. For 
the 200-plus metropolitan areas defined by 
the Census, the four largest corporate grocery 
chains accounted for an average of 51.1 per
cent of sales in 1967. In 1954, the 4-chain 
average was only 45.5 percent. If the Census 
would tabulate voluntary and cooperative 
food chains on a consolidated basis rather 
than by individual store ownership, the aver
age 4-chain percentage would be several 
points higher. 

The national average of all cities hides the 
fact that in many individual cities, concen
tration is very high. Washington, D.C., is one 
of those cities. Here in the Washington 
metropolitan area, four chains accounted for 
70.3 percent of sales in 1967 and private 
sources indicate that the percentage has in
creased since 1967. 

Major studies of grocery retailing, includ
ing those of the staff of the Federal Trade 
Commission and the National Commission 
on Food Marketing, have found significant 
barriers to entry and significant pecuniary 
advantages of size to the largest established 
food chains in local markets. The latter are 
especially important in the areas of news
paper advertising and purchasing. The largest 
chains also have strategies available to them 
in building anq remodeling stores and in 
pricing that can discourage entrants. Given 
these, there ls little hope in sight of a quick 
erosion of existing levels of concentration 
in grocery retailing or even a reversal of 
present upward trends. 

What is the evidence that oligopoly leads 
to higher prices? Two types of collusive ac
tions lead to higher than competitive prices. 
One type is explicit price-fixing; the second 
is tacit price-fixing. 

Explicit price-fixing is the classic collusive 
arrangement when sellers meet secretly in 
hotel rooms. This kind of price-fixing still 
takes place. Some industries are prone to this 
kind of conspiracy. The high level of con
centration in regional markets of the baking 
and dairy industries enhances the opportu
nity for firms to get together and fix prices. 
These two industries have a history o! ex
tensive conspiratorial behavior. 

The Bakers of Washington case, successful
ly prosecuted by the Federal Trade Commis
sion in the mid-1960's, is an example. Dur
ing the period of the price-fixing, the lead
ing bakers of the State of Washington con
spired among themselves and with the larg
est food chains in the area, one of which 
operated its own baking plant, and succeeded 
in raising the price of bread paid by resi
dents of the State by 15 to 20 percent over 
a 10-year period extending from the mid-
1950's to the mid-1960's. An antitrust inves
tigation was ultimately begun and, upon 
conviction of the companies involved for 

price-fixing, prices dropped. The Federal 
Trade Commission found that the whole
sale bakers and the leading retailers in the 
conspiracy area had met frequently at State 
trade association meetings and that, by 
means of agreements or understandings 
reached at those meetings, had suppressed 
price competition at both the wholesale and 
retail levels and established and maintained 
uniform and noncompetitive prices. Before 
the conspiracy, Seattle prices were nearly 
identical to the national average. During the 
period of the conspiracy, they were between 
15 and 20 percent higher. Consumers in the 
State of Washington paid approximately $30 
million more for their bread than they would 
have paid if local prices had been the same 
as the national average during the period o! 
the conspiracy. Following the conclusion o! 
this antitrust action, vigorous price com
petition developed; the Seattle price level 
ultimately dropped well below the overall 
national average. It is interesting to note 
thrut although the vigorous price competition 
reduced bakers' profits, its main effect was 
to increase efficiency by driving many ineftl
cient firms out of the market. 

The same Economic Report which analyzed 
the State of Washington situation analyzed, 
in depth, the price behavior in five other 
areas. These areas were chosen for study 
without regard to any known price behavior. 
Two of these areas were found to have prices 
above the national average and trends sim
ilar to that found in the Bakers ot. Washing
ton case. In both instances, the 1"epartment 
of Justice brought suits based on the analysis 
and won victories. In Baltimore, where sub
sequent price data have been analyzed, the 
average price of bread appears to have 
dropped approximately 15 percent. In doing 
so, an estimated $5 million a year in con
sumer overcharge which had existed for a 
ten-year period was eliminated. 

The frequency of explicit price-fixing is 
not well documented since it is done in 
secrecy. Investigations are initiated only in 
those instances where pricing patterns 
strongly suggest collusive behavior or when 
someone becomes an informer. 

The above is an illustration of an explicit 
price conspiracy. Although I do not intend 
to minimize the importance of such con
spiracies, available data and analysis in
dicate that tacit price collusion is much 
more pervasive. Tacit price collusion is the 
typical conduct of oligopolies. It results from 
the various forms of price leadership prac
ticed in oligopolistic industries. A large and 
growing number of statistical studies are 
demonstrating the existence of a relation
ship between the dimensions of market 
structure and profit rates, gross markups 
and cost-price margins. The relationships 
are very similar in widely different indus
trial sectors and in statistical formulations 
that use different data sets and statistical 
techniques. 

The staff of the Federal Trade Commission 
has conducted two such analyses that are 
particularly relevant to the food industries. 
One develops the relationship between con
centration, advertising intensity, and other 
structural variables, and the level of profits 
of food manufacturers. 

Where 4-firm concentration averaged 40 
percent and advertising-to-sales concentra
tion averaged 1 percent, companies earned 
an average profit rate of 6.3 percent. On the 
other hand, in industries where 4-flrm con
centration averaged 70 percent and advertis
ing expenditures averaged 5 percent of sales, 
there was an average net profit rate of 15.9 
percent. Another variable in the analysis 
(not summarized in table 3) shows that 
firms holding the dominant positions in the 
industries enjoy even higher profit rates. In 
short, this means that the high frequency 
of moderate and high concentration indus
tries in food manufacturing (table 1) is hav
ing a great effect on consumer prices. 
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We often hear that prices charged by gro

cery chains cannot be greatly affected by 
concentration or other structural variables 
because their profits-to-sales ratios are low. 
Most food chains do have profits-to-sales in 
the 2 to 5 percent range before taxes. A look 
at the evidence, however, shows that prices 
can be reduced and profits are not driven to 
negative levels. A study by the sta1f of the 
Federal Trade Commission shows that food 
discounting in Washington, D.C., resulted in 
a 3 percent reduction in prices and retailers 
·still earned profits. In recent yea.rs low
margin retailers have been among the most 
profitable firms in the food chain business. 

There have been wide swings in average 
gross markups of cha.ins yet industry profits 
rates have experienced remarkably little 
year-to-year variation. Between the early 
1930's and 1950's average gross margins de
creased almost 10 percentage points. This 
was due mainly to the supermarket revolu
tion. From 1950 to 1965 average markups 
climbed again to the early 1930's level. This 
was due mainly to trading stamps, games of 
chance, more expensive stores, added in-store 
services, increased advertising, and other 
nonprice elements of competition. Under
lying this shift to nonprice factors as the 
principal dimension of competition was the 
outbreak of a major merger movement which 
eliminated entry of chains into each other's 
markets as a significant competitive force. 
In the mid-1960's anti-competitive mergers 
by large J€rocery cha.ins were curtailed by 
an FTC merger policy and there is evidence 
that competition · which had been stopped 
by the mergers has resumed. Since 1965, gross 
margins have dropped by more than 1 per
centage point. Considering that annual food 
store sales are over $100 billion, every per
centage point decline in gross margins means 
an additional saving to consumers of $1 
billion. 

STATEMENT OF THE AGRIBUSINESS ACCOUNT

ABILITY PROJECT BEFORE THE JOINT Eco
NOMIC COMMITTEE 

(Presented by Susan DeMarco and Jim 
Hightower) 

President Nixon, intending to characterize 
himself as the farmer's friend, recently did 
the verbal equivalent of stepping in a fresh 
cow pattie. What he did was to say, "farmers 
never had it so good." As you might imagine, 
they did not take kindly to that out in the 
farm country. 

Not only was the President's statement 
bad politics, it was wrong. No one knows 
that better than farmers. Sure, the farmer's 
income was up in 1973, but two facts in par
ticular bother farmers about the President's 
statement. First, farmers neither caused the 
exorbitant food prices of 1973, nor did they 
profit most from them-it was food mid
dlemen that continued to take the big bite 
out of the consumer's food dollar. Sec
ond, the President was trying to make polit
ical hay out of a temporary price boom that 
already is fizzling out-1974 does not look 
all that great to farmers. 

MIDDLEMEN NEVER HAD IT SO GOOD 

Consider the first question: who profited? 
There can be no doubt that 1973 was a. good 
year for fa.rm income, especially for grain 
and livestock farmers. As it turns out, Ad
ministration publicists were a. bit overzeal
ous in their initial claims for farm income, 
and they had to revise their early figures 
downward by $2 billion. And there is con
siderable doubt that all of that $24 b1llion 
in farm income actually ended up on the 
farm, since a good many corporate proces
sors and marketers of such commodities as 
eggs and poultry get counted as "farmers." 
These quibbles aside, however, 1973 was not 
a bad year to have been a. farmer. 

But it was not the kind of year that 
warrants being singled out in a Presidential 

press conference. Even with the record in
come levels of 1973, farmers received only 46 
cents out of the consumer's food dollar. The 
rest went to corporate middlemen. And lest 
you think that every farmer in America is 
drawing 46 cents every time a consumer lays 
down a. dollar, you ought to know that most 
farmers never see that kind of ratio. For 
example, the chicken that you pay $1.50 for, 
pays the chicken farmer six cents. Depart
ment of Agriculture statistics shows that a 
can of peaches cost consumers 41 cents last 
year, but the pea.ch farmer got only 7 cents 
of it. You spent 28 cents for a loaf of white 
bread, and only 4 cents of it trickled back to 
the wheat farmer. That can of corn that cost 
you a quarter returned only 3 cents to the 
farmer. 

At a time of skyrocketing food prices and 
consumer disgruntlement, the President 
pointed to farmers, without bothering to 
men,tion that food corporations were enjoy
ing even better times. Cattle ranchers are 
said to have done especially well in 1973, but 
none did anywhere near as well as such 
corporate cowboys as Iowa. Beef Processors, 
with a. 77% profit increase la.st year, or 
Missouri Beef Packers, with a. 110% profit 
increase. And food processors whined a.11 la.st 
year about government price controls, but 
they whined all the way to the bank. For 
example, the big canners of fruits and vege
tables did much better than the farmers 
who grow the stuff, with such firms as Del 
Monte ta.king a 35% profit increase in 1973, 
Ca.mp bell soup up 23 % and Castle & Cook 
up 52%. 

PRICES: DOWN ON THE FARM 

Food rn!ddlemen a.re the ones who never 
had it so good, and now they a.re having it 
even better. Grocery shoppers undoubtedly 
are puzzled over the phenomenon of the 
"disappearing price drop" in our food econ
omy. Since September of 1973, the news 
media. has been reporting ea.ch month that 
the farm value of food has been falling. But, 
somehow, that price drop on the farm has 
not made its way into the supermarkets. 
In fact, farm prices fizzled 16% from August 
to December of last year, but supermarket 
prices remained sizzling hot. Even as Presi
dent Nixon was ma.king his remark in March 
about the good fortunes of American farm
ers, the price they were being paid was fall
ing for the sixth straight month, while the 
price charged to consumers actually was 
rising! The decrease in fa.rm prices is dis
appearing directly into rntddleman bookkeep
ing. Food firms complained that they took 
a beating last year because they were having 
to pay farmers so much at a time they were 
trying to hold consumer prices down. Non
sense. Not only did they pass all of the 
farmers' increase right through to the be
leaguered consumer, but they attached a 
sizeable mark-up of their own. The Federal 
Reserve Bank of Chicago reports that food 
middlemen increased their take from con
sumers by 6.5% in 1973. That is an increase 
exceeded only once (1970) in the la.st twenty 
yea.rs. And the Department of Agriculture 
reports that these firms will increase their 
share in 1974 at a rate that "may be more 
than double the 1973 increase." What that 
means is that consumers will pay much more 
for food this year, and much less of what 
they pay will go to farmers. 

In 1973, the farmer was getting 46¢ of the 
food dollar. By March of 1974, that already 
had fallen to 43.6 cents. In April, the price 
of farm products fell another 5.5 % , and it is 
expected to fall even more during the year. 
But the retail price of food is hardly keeping 
pace. The Administration is well-known for 
its way with words and statistics, but a. re
mark earlier this month by Herbert Stein, 
chairman of the President's Council of Eco
nomic Advisors, is enough to drive both 
farmers and consumers crazy. He said, "The 
decltnes in farm product prices are likely to 
be reflected in much smaller increases in re-

tail food prices that occurred in the first 
quarter of 1974" (emphasis supplied). Only 
the National Association of Food Chains can 
appreciate the logic of that. 

To a significant degree, this level of profit 
is the result of monopoly power in the food 
industry. There a.re 32,000 food manufactur
ing firms, but 100 of those make 71 % of the 
profits. Those few firms, powerfully situated 
between millions of farmers a.nd In11Uons 
of consumers, are the decisive force in the 
American food economy. Dr. Wllliam Shep
herd, a lea.ding authority on market concen
tration, reports that the food industry falls 
well within the category of "tight oligopoly," 
with the average four-firm concentration 
within the industry being 55%. 

In many food lines, shared monopolies 
exert much greater control. For example, 91 % 
of aill breakfast cereal is sold by four firms 
(Kellogg, General Mills, General Foods and 
Quaker). Three firms (Dole, Del Monte, and 
United Brands) sell 85% of all the bananas. 
Gerbers alone sells 60 % of baby food, and 
Campbell Soup sells 90% of all soup. 

COSTS: UP ON THE FARM 

The Administration has made a mess of 
our food economy over the past few years. 
Now they are allowing monopolistic food 
middlemen to extract big profits from the 
wreckage, while publicly drawing attention 
to the modest and long-overdue profit levels 
of family farmers. That a.lone is enough to 
make even the most reticent farmer swear, 
but there is another harsh economic reality 
that is squeezing farmers and causing them 
to think seriously about the advice of old
time populist leader Mary E. Lease: "Raise 
less corn and more hell." 

That reality is the rise in farm production 
costs. Not much of what the farmer gets stays 
in his pockets, for he has a. mess of bllls to 
pay. President Nixon missed this fine point of 
farm finance when he was telling farmers 
how well off they are. As farmers move 
through spring plantings they are massively 
pessimistic. The cost of their production sup
plies has increased even more dramatically 
than the fizzling of fa.rm prices. The Depart• 
ment of Agriculture predicts that farmers' 
expenses in 1974 w111 be "more than $9 bil
lion above last year. 

A corn farmer in Iowa told the Des Moines 
Register of fertlllzer prices this year 40 % 
higher than la.st, of diesel prices doubling 
since la.st year, and of corn seed that has gone 
from $25 a bushel to $37 a bushel. The cost 
of new machinery has gone out of sight, and 
repair of old machinery is about as costly
as this corn farmer put it, "You don't need 
too big a truck to haul away $500 in parts." 
He ls haVing to shell out this kind of money 
now, while the price he can expect for his 
corn already has tumbled this year from $3.25 
a bushel to $2.27. 

At work here ls the other jaw of the cor
porate vise that is squeezing family farmers. 
There may be a profit made on the farm in 
1974, but there wm be much more profit 
made off the farmer. Here's a sample of profit 
increases farm supplies already have had in 
the first quarter of this year: 

(Amount in percent) 

Firm 

International Harvester ___________ _ 
Stauffer ChemicaL ______________ _ 
Occidental Petroleum _____________ _ 
Firestone Tire & Rubber __________ _ 
Pfizer------------------ ________ _ 

1st quarter 1974 

Profit 
increase 

113 
55 

716 
19 
33 

Sales 
increase 

16 
31 
96 
17 
26 

Source: "Business Week," May 11, 1974. "Survey of Cor
porate Performance: First Quarter 1974." pp. 70-90. 

To put these profit.a into perspective, the 
average profit increase in all industries in 
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this first quarter was 16%. Farm suppliers 
might be said to have never had it so good. 
And a.gain, these profits can be traced to the 
existence of monopoly power within the in
dustries. For example, Dr. Shepherd reports 
that the four leading farm machinery firms 
hold 70% of the relevant mtirket. The Fed
eral Trade Commission statf found that farm
ers were overcharged $251 million in 1972 be
cause of the existence of monopoly power in 
the fa.rm machinery industry. The four-firm 
concentration ratio in the chemical industry 
is 71 % ; in petroleum refining, 65 % ; and in 
tires, 71%. 

The evidence indicates that the Nixon
Butz Administration is pursuing a policy of 
high-priced food, without adequate protec
tions for farmers and consumers. That policy 
is allowing fa.rm input corporations to in
crease their prices without restriction or 
serious questioning. It is demanding that 
family farmers increase production and lower 
their prices, ostensibly to lower retail prices. 
But it also is allowing processors, marketers 
and retailers to hold consumer prices up in 
order to increase their margins and profit 
levels. And, as the final straw, it is demand
ing that consumers pay the tab while swal
lowing the ofiicial line that all this is the in
exorable workings of a. "free market." 

Despite the divisive rhetoric that has come 
out of the Department of Agriculture over 
the past months, farmers and consumers are 
not enemies. Even at the he,ight of last year's 
food crisis, the opinion polls consistently 
showed broad public support of family farm
ers, coupled with a distrust of food corpora
tions. Both are well-placed. 

The question is whether there will be any 
relief. Consumers and farmers alike want ac
tion. They will not get it from the Depart
ment of agriculture. If consumers and farm
ers ever are to have it good again, they must 
look to Congress. 

It is possible to pursue a food policy that 
would produce inexpensive food, happy con
sumers and prosperous farmers. At least we 
ought to try it. But it is impossible to lower 
food prices and to raise farm income without 
dealing directly with the structure of the 
food economy. President Nixon, in his 1973 
farm message, said that it was time to "get 
the government otf the farmer's back." The 
real problem is to get corporate power off the 
farmer's back, not to mention out of the 
consumer's pocket. That means such action 
as strong anti-trust enforcement among 
farm suppliers and food middlemen; serious 
consideration of such protections as the 
Family Farm Act and collective bargaining 
for farmers; est.a.blishment of an internation
al grains reserve; and, development of a re
gional marketing system utilizing both farm 
and consumer cooperatives. 

STATEMENT OF DON PAARLBERG, DIRECTOR OF 
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, USDA 

Over the past couple of years, marketing 
charges and food prices have been increasing 
rapidly. That the public is highly concerned 
and insisting on an explanation is indeed 
understandable. A fairly good idea of what 
has been happening can be gotten by first 
looking at the two major components of the 
price of food-one going to the farmer and 
the other to marketing agencies. The Eco
nomic Research Service develops statistics 
showing the shares of the retail dollar going 
to each. 
FARM AND MARKET SHARES OF THE CONSUMER'S 

DOLLAR 
Retail costs and farm values are estimated 

monthly for 65 individual food products in
cluded in the basket of foods originating on 
U.S. farms. This allows derivation of a farm
retall spread which is an estimate of the 
total gross margin received by marketing 
firms for assembling, processing, transporting 
and distrilbuting the products in the market 
basket. The market basket statistics measure 

price changes of fixed quantities of food 
moving through retail food stores. The 
quantity weights a.re those obtained in a 
consumer expenditure survey in the early 
1960's for an urban household. The market 
basket statistics exclude foods sold in away
from-home ea.ting places, fishery products 
and imported foods. 

First let's review the long-term trend in 
these statistics (figure 1). Between 1952 and 
1971, retail prices of U.S. farm foods in
creased 27 percent, reflecting a 4 percent in
crease in fa.rm prices and a 46 percent in
crease in farm.retail spreads. Thus, during 
this period 94 percent of the rise in retail 
prices of farm foods was due to the rise in 
farm-retail spreads. The remaining 6 percent 
was due to the rise in farm value. 

Thus, the long-term rise in the level of 
food prices was due to persistently and re
lentlessly rising market margins. Marketing 
margins have risen nearly every year in the 
last 20 years. 

On the other hand, farm prices have moved 
up and down and have only recently achieved 
the level of 1952. Interim years have seen the 
farmer's share of the consumer's dollar de
cline from about 50 cents to as little as 37 
cents. The farmer's share ranged between 37 
and 41 cents for most years during the last 
decade. This past year it rose significantly 
averaging 46 cents for the year, up from 40 
cents in 1972. The farmer's share reached 52 
cents in August of last year, 44 cents in 
March, and it may now be closer to 42 cents. 

As we haive observed, changes in farm
retail spreads over time are determined 
ma.inly by changes in the accumulation of 
charges made by agencies moving products 
from the farmer to the consumer. 

Recent changes in market basket statistics 
immediately before and during economic 
controls differ dramatically from the long
term trend. Since August 1971, when eco
nomic controls were first imposed, about half 
of the rise in retail prices of farm food was 
due to a 51 percent rise in the value of raw 
pt'oduct equivalents at the farm level. The 
remaining half was due to a 30 percent rise 
in the farm-retail spread. 

Phase I and Phase II appear to have been 
instrumental in holding down marketing 
margins. Phase III and Phase IV were far less 
effective. In Phase IV spreads widened at an 
annual rate of 25 percen't. 

Farm-retail spreads for a market basket of 
foods from U.S. farms rose 25 percent from 
August 1973 to March 1974, as marketing 
ftnns continued to recover from increased 
opera.ting costs and the effect of the price 
freeze last summer. Rising wage rates, energy 
and material costs, and transportation 
charges are expected to continue the upward 
push on marketing margins during the re
mainder of 1974. 

Many economists a.re forecasting further 
substantial increases in the general price 
level this year, at 7 percent or more depend
ing on the impact of the energy crisis and 
weather. Historically, the trend in the farm
reta.11 price spread for food has tended to 
parallel rather closely movements in the gen
era.I price level. This parallel is not surpris
ing since the opera.ting needs of food market
ing firms are fairly similar to those of firms 
in the nonagricultural sector. Because of this 
relationship and the expected rise in the gen
eral price level, farm-retail spreads are ex
pected to increase substantially in 1974. Un
less restraint ls exercised, the reta.11 cost of 
market basket foods may not fully reflect 
any decrease in returns to farmers that may 
occur. 

Much of the price increases for 1973 and 
1974 have reflected strong domestic and 
foreign demand and reduced food supplies. 
Increasing employment, higher wages, and 
longer workweeks boosted personal incomes 
and domestic demand for food. Meanwhile, 
a number of conditions significantly reduced 
the amount of food available for consump
tion. Unfavorable weather conditions reduced 

harvests of several important fruit and vege
table crops and seriously hampered grain 
and soybean harvests during the fall of 1972, 
causing reduced food supplies in the first half 
of last year. 

Seriously adding to this setback, produc
tion of livestock commodities declined, 
largely reflecting reduced profitability of 
livestock and poultry feeding during much 
of the year as feed grain and protein meal 
prices rose sharply. Price ceilings imposed on 
red meats in late March of 1973 disrupted 
normal marketing patterns and created un
certainty among producers about expanding 
output in light of rapidly rising feed costs. 

Overall, the fa.rm-retail spread for the 
market basket of foods averaged 6% percent 
higher in 1973 than in 1972, continuing a 
long-term upward trend. The 1973 increase 
was slightly less than the record 7% percent 
increase that occurred in 1951 and 1970. 

COMMODITY HIGHLIGHTS 
The farmer's share and marketing margins 

via.ry widely for individual products. This is 
as expected since products differ in the 
handling and processing methods required. 
Nonetheless margins for all groups of simi
lar foods have widened since last year (table 
3) . Spreads for fresh vegetables, which have 
risen more than the average of all foods over 
the years, widened 17 percent from the first 
quarter of last year to the first quarter of 
this year. Spreads for poultry, usually rela.
tively stable, increased 24 percent. Mea.t mar
gins, however, registered the largest gain for 
all commodity groups, averaging 34 percent 
higher than a year ago. 

Beef 
There has been much concern recently 

over the rela.tionship between what farmers 
get for their cattle and what consumers pay 
for beef. Fed ca.ttle prices have declined 
severely since February, but retail prices of 
beef have been slow in reflecting this de
crease. In the short run, farm-retail spreads 
generally widen when livestock prices are 
falling and narrow when livestock prices are 
rising. The livestock price decline left cat
tle feeders a.gain in a serious loss position, 
one they had been in most of the time since 
last September as a result of high prices paid 
for feeder cattle and feed. 

As noted in April 2 testimony before the 
Subcommittee on Domestic Marketing and 
Consumer Relations of the House Agricul
tural Committee, by J. Dawson Ahalt, the 
Department of Agriculture is concerned over 
the cattle feeders' financial situation and has 
taken steps to remove bottlenecks in distri
bution channels and to improve prices to 
cattle feeders. 

We are also concerned over high prices 
that consumers have to pay for beef. When 
the bottom fell out of the cattle market 
earlier this year, Secretary Butz reacted by 
urging retailers to bring retail prices down 
more in line with the cattle and beef mar
kets and thus move the larger supplies of 
beef into consumption. He also urged re
tailers to promote beef through special sales 
programs. 

Retail meat prices have declined in both 
March and April. During the month of 
March, the average price of Choice grade beef 
products was down 7.8 cents per pound from 
February. In April, retail prices were nea.rly 
at the level they were when celling prices 
were imposed in March 1973, but the market
ing spread was about 8 cents higher per re
tail pound. The carcass-retail portion of the 
total spread, mainly charges for retailing, 
wholesaling, and transportation, accounited 
for three-fourths of this increase. We believe 
that retailers have recently reduced their 
margins and prices. This wlll encourage 
stepped up purchases by consumers and get 
beef moving through the marketing system 
more normally. 

In the first quarter of 1974, fed cattle 
marketings were down sharply from a year 
earlier, but larger slaughter of non-fed steers 
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and heifers and cows lifted total slaughter 
to near last yea.r's level. Cattle feeders in
tend to market about the same number of 
cattle this spring as last, but as in the winter, 
total slaughter wm be boosted by more non
fed cattle. In the summer, an increase in all 
classes is expected with total slaughter ex
ceeding spring levels. Fed cattle prices in 
early May were near $41 per 100 pounds 
(Choice grade steers, Omaha) . T'.nis is down 
about $5 from a year earlier and nearly $8 
below mid-January. Prices are expected to 
strengthen in early summer before declining 
in the fall. 

Pork 
After the violent fiuctuations in livestock 

and meat markets last sum.mer, retail pork 
prices were relatively steady until the decline 
in March and April. 

The farm-retail spread for pork increased 
even more rapidly than for beef as hog prices 
dropped faster than retail prices. Changes at 
retail normally lag changes on the live mar
ket to some extent. However, as with beef, 
the large magnitude of the fa.rm-retail spread 
increase was most unusual. The spread for 
pork was 48 percent higher in March of this 
year than in March a year earlier. This in
crease occurred entirely in the wholesale
retail spread, mainly the charges for whole
saling, transportation and retaUing. Retail 
pork prices will probably trend upward dur
ing the spring and into summer, following 
the normal seasonal trend of declining hog 
slaughter and rising hog prices. 

Hog slaughter this spring and summer will 
run above a year earlier. On March 1 there 
were more hogs on Corn Belt farms in weight 
groups that will be marketed in the spring. 
Weights indicated the bulk of summer sup
plies will be off slightly, but slaughter is 
expected to be larger than last summer when 
supplies were restricted by market disrup
tions related to high feed costs and price 
ce111ngs on meat. 

Barrows and gilts at 7 markets averaged 
$38.40 per 100 pounds during January-March 
this year, up $2.80 from a year ago. Hog 
prices are expected to advance from the early 
May level near $30 into the summer but will 
not approach last August's record levels. 
Price3 may reach the high $30's by mid
summer. 

Bread 
Unprecedented world demand and reduced 

supplies resulted in record-high wheat prices 
last year and early this year. Millers were 
able to pass on their substantially increased 
costs for bread-type flour under the pric
ing provisions of the Economic Stabilization 
Program. On the other hand, baker and re
tail prices were constrained until after mid
year. From August to March, the farm-retail 
spread widened about 5.6 cents a loaf, or 27 
percent. 

The retail price in March averaged 34 cents 
per one-pound loaf-up 8.6 cents or one
third from a year earlier. This is the largest 
12-month increuse on record, and equals the 
total of all increases in bread prices for the 
prior 19 years. 

Until recently, retail bread prices increased 
steadily, mostly because of widening market
ing margins. However, the sharp bread price 
increase during the last 12 months red.ects an 
increase in both the farm-retail margin and 
the farm value. 

The retail price for a highly manufac
tured food such as bread generally is heavily 
influenced by changes in the marketing mar
gins which account for the largest portion of 
retail price. 

Eggs and Poultry 
The demand for eggs and poultry was ex

ceptionally strong in 1973 due in part to 
higher prices and short supplies of beef and 
pork. Thus, retail and farm prices of eggs, 
frying chickens, and turkeys rose substan
tially from 1972. 

Producer price increases were accompanied 

by rising costs of inputs, particularly feed. 
Feed prices, one of the main cost compo
nents in egg production, increased 56 per
cent over 1972. 

Marketing costs also increased but not 
nearly as much as feed prices. The total 
farm-to-consumer margin averaged 25.6 cents 
per dozen on Grade A large eggs, compared 
with 22.9 cents per dozen in 1972. The re'tail 
margin averaged 11 cents per dozen eggs dur
ing 1972 compared with 9.1 cents in 1972. 
The farm-to-retail margin averaged 14.6 cents 
per dozen in 1973 and 13.8 cents in 1972. 

The farm-to-consumer spread for frying 
chickens ave·raged 26.9 cents per pound last 
year compared with 23 cents in 1972. Most of 
this 17 percent increase occurred in the re
tail margin which rose from 9.8 cents per 
pound in 1972 to 14.2 cents in 1973. 

Additional information on prices and mar
gins for eggs was presented in testimony by 
George Rogers on April 30, before the Sub
committee on Domestic Marketing and Con
sumer Relations by the House Agricultural 
Committee. 

Fruits and vegetables 
Marketing costs and margins vary widely 

for different fruits and vegetables. Major 
marketing costs for fresh items are the retail 
store margin, representing slightly over one
third of the retail price, and packing costs, 
representing 15 percent. For processed items, 
processing costs represent about half of the 
retail price, and the retail store margin about 
20 percent. 

Labor is the largest cost component of the 
retail store margin for fresh and processed 
items and of packing costs for fresh items. 
Containers and packaging materials com
prise the largest component of processing 
costs for processed fruits and vegetables. 

Marketing margins for fresh vegetables 
widened in 1973, continuing a long-term 
upward trend. Retail prices also increased for 
all major fresh vegetables. Prices were par
ticularly high in the winter, spring, and 
early summer, because of short supplies a1id 
strong demand. Supplies of onions and po
tatoes (stored from extremely short crops in 
the summer and fall of 1972) resulted in 
extremely high retail prices until new sup
plies became available in the spring and 
summer of 1973. 

Short supplies and temporarily high let
tuce prices were the result of poor weather 
conditions in California and Arizona. Fresh 
vegetable prices were moderated some in the 
late summer and fall as increased supplies 
became available, but were still above a year 
earlier. 

Farm prices of most vegetables were con
siderably higher than in 1972. The farmer's 
share of the retail price of vegetables aver
aged nearly 36 percent in 1973, up from 32 
percent in 1972. The marketing spread in
creased for most processed fruits and vege
tables in 1972/73-in some cases more than 
the retail price increases. 

Higher retail prices for most processed 
deciduous fruits resulted from smaller sup_ 
plies. Both the season's pack and carrying 
were below the previous year. Although sup
plies of processed citrus products were larger 
than the year before, retail prices remained 
stable due to strong demand. 

Canned and frozen vegetable supplies were 
about the same as a year earlier; however, 
strong demand and brisk movement resulted 
in higher prices in 1973. 

Farm value increased. for about two-thirds 
of the canned and frozen fruits and vege
table items. However, the farmer's share 
averaged around 19 percent in 1973, about 
the same as in 1972. While costs of market
ing fruits and vegetables increased during 
1973 and the first quarter of 1974, increases 
also occurred in the cost of production. 
Severe shortages of many farm inputs have 
resulted ln rapidly increasing prices, and 
costs of most are expected to continue rising. 

Therefore, production as well as marketing 
cost increases will create some pressure for 
higher retail fruit and vegetable prices dur
ing coming months. 

Two commodities experiencing the most 
explosive change in price as a result of 
strong deman~ and shqrt supplies were dry 
beans and potatoes. In the first quarter of 
this year, retail prices for dry beans (navy) 
averaged 66 cents per pound, up 40 cents 
from a year earlier. The farm value averaged 
42 cents, 32 cents higher than a year ago; 
and the farm-retail spread was 24 cents, 
wider by 8 cents. Marketing margins for po
tatoes widened 24.5 cents in the first quarter 
of 1974 over a year earlier. Retail prices for 
potatoes averaged $1.64 for 10 pounds, up 
53 cents. 

THE MAKEUP OF MARKETING CHARGES 

The Department's annual marketing bill 
statistics serve the purpose of showing the 
distribution of the consumer's food dollar. 
{The marketing bill is an estimate of total 
charges for processing, transporting, whole
saling and retailing foods originating on 
farms in this country, including foods sold 
in the form of meals in restaurants and other 
eating places.) 

In 1973 these data show that $83 b1llion, 
or about three-fifths of the $134 billion 
consumer expenditures for farm foods, went 
to firms for assembllng, processing, trans
porting, and distributing food. Two-fifths 
went to farmers to cover their expenses and 
provide a return for their investment, labor 
and management. 

Agency's share of the bill 
Among the various marketing agencies, 

retailing and eating places accounted for 
about half of the total marketing bill in 
1973. Processing accounted for over a third of 
total costs. Wholesaling, the smallest of the 
three major functions, accounted for an 
eighth. 

Cost and profits components of the bill 
Dismantling the marketing bill fu.to cost 

and profit components reveals that labor cost 
is the dominant element followed by packag
ing and transportation. The breakdown 
among the components in 1973 was as 
follows: 

Percent 
Labor-------------------------------- 48 
Packaging---------------------------- 12 
Transportation, intercity______________ 8 
Corporate profit before taxes___________ 4 
Business taxes------------------------ 4 
Interest, repairs, etc___________________ 4 
Depreciation ------------------------- 4 
Rent --------------------------------- 3 
Advertising --------------------------- 3 
Energy cost--------------------------- 3 
Other -------------------------------- 7 

Total--------------------------- 100 
Labor.-Direct labor cost for marketing 

U.S. farm foods amounted to $40.5 blllion 1n 
1973. Last year, rising labor costs accounted 
for 52 percent of the $6 billion increase in 
the marketing bill. This labor cost does not 
include the labor engaged in for-hire trans
portation or in manufacturing of packaging 
materials used by marketing firms. 

Employment in food marketing has gone 
up only about 15 percent during the past 
decade in spite of a 20 percent increase in 
volume of food handled by the marketing 
system, and an increase in services per unit 
of product. The farm food marketing system 
employed 5.6 million persons (full-time 
equivalent basis) in 1972 compared with 4.7 
mllllon in 1962. These workers made up 
about 7 percent of the U.S. civllian labor 
force in 1962 and 1972. Employment in public 
eating places rose more during this period 
than employment in processing, wholesaling 
and retailing. 

Since 1962, earnings ~f employees in food 
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marketing establishments have increased 
about 5.0 percent annually-closely approxi
mating increases in earnings for the non
agricultural sector of the economy. In the 
last three years rising labor cost has im
pacted even more severely as hourly earnings 
have risen 7.3 percent a year. Hourly earnings 
in February 1974 (latest data available) were 
2.9 percent above the December 1973 level, 
indicating an annual rate of 11.2 percent. 

Hourly labor costs of food marketing firms 
increased 70 percent since 1962. This would 
have increased unit labor cost and food prices 
substantially more if output per man-hour 
had not dampened the effect of the increase 
in hourly earnings by about a third. The 
increase in output per man-hour limited the 
additional labor cost per unit of product 
marketed to 47 percent. 

For all food marketing activities including 
processing and retailing, the annual increase 
in labor productivity during 1960-72 was 2.6 
percent. The rate is now about 2.2 percent 
per year. 

Much of the growth in labor productivity 
has resulted from improvements in market
ing facilities and equipment. These improve
ments have been achieved by large expendi
tures for new plants, warehouses, stores, and 
other facilities. For example, expenditures 
by firms manufacturing food and kindred 
products have almost tripled in the last 
decade-increasing from $1.06 b11lion in 1964 
to $3.03 billion in 1973. 

Rising prices of new plant and equipment 
have eroded some of the cost saving of sub
stituting capital for labor. From 1962 to 
1973, prices of new plant and equipment rose 
about 3.3 percent per year. Since 1970, the 
prices paid for new plant and equipment 
increased around 4.5 percent per year. Also, 
purchases of new plant and equipment have 
been made more costly by higher interest 
rates. Interest rates charged to business have 
advanced and are now at record levels. 

Packaging.-Packaging materials repre
sented the second largest cost for firms mar
keting farm foods in 1973. They accounted 
for 12 percent of the marketing bill. Food 
processors are the large users of packaging 
materials, using over four-fifths of the total 
used by all food marketing firms. The value 
of packaging materials used for farm-raised 
foods jumped over 8 percent last year, from 
$9.7 billion to $10.4 billion. Most of this was 
due to higher prices, with only about l'h 
percent of the rise due to increased quan
tity of packaging materials used. All classes 
of packaging materials rose in value in 1973 
with the exception of textiles. 

Until recent years, prices of packaging 
materials were relatively stable. Now these 
materials are in short supply and prices are 
rising sufficiently to place pressure on farm
retail spreads. Tight supplies put two pack
aging materials particularly in the news in 
1973: solid fiber and corrugated shipping 
boxes ... and grocery bags. The price of the 
latter increased 14 percent in 1973. Paper 
boxes and grocery bags are expected to con
tinue in tight supply this year even though 
mills are operating much closer to full ca
pacity than usual. 

Rail and Truck Transportation.-The cost 
of shipping food by rail and truck was $6.4 
billion in 1973 or about 8 percent of the 
marketing bill. This does not include intra
city truck transportation or water and air 
transportation. Transportation costs have 
risen further in the first four months of 1974. 
For example, railroads have been granted a 
3 percent surcharge to cover rising fuel costs 
and have filed for a 10 percent general rate 
increase. Regulated truckers have been 
granted a 6 percent fuel surcharge and ex
empt truck rates have· also risen because of 
increased fuel costs and a reduced truck 
supply. · 

Transportation costs are likely to con
tinue upward in 1974 as a result of high 
fuel prices and the reduced supply of trans-
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portation se.rvices due to reduced speed limits 
and restrictions on fuel. Also, some labor 
contracts are up for renegotiation in 1974, 
and truck drivers paid on a mileage basis 
are negotiating mileage pay increases to off
set effects of lower speed limits. 

Energy.-Direct energy cost for food 
marketing firms, excluding transportation, 
amounted to over $2.5 b1llion in 1973, ac
counting for about 3 percent of the market
ing bill. The wholes.ale price index for fuels 
and power increased 23 percent from 1972 to 
1973, the same as the increase between 
1962 and 1972. In recent months, energy costs 
have been leading the rise in the cost of 
other marketing inputs. The fuel and power 
index increased at an annual rate of 104 
percent during the first quarter of 1974. In 
all, total goods and services increased at 23 
percent annual rate for the first 3 months 
of 1974. Coupled with increased wages, if the 
present rates are sustained, total marketing 
cost for 1974 could rise 17 percent or $14.1 
billion. This would bring farm food market
ing almost to the $100 b1llion mark for the 
first time in history. Hopefully fuel price 
increases will moderate during the coming 
year if administrative action, such as re
storing Arab oil supplies, stimµlating pro
duction of new oil, and better utilization of 
alternative fuels is effective on these fronts. 

Corporate Profits.-Higher food prices are 
sometimes attributed to profits. Total profits 
have increased over the years as volume of 
sales has grown. However, corporate profits 
per sales dollar (before taxes) of retailers, 
wholesalers, and processors combined now 
account for about 3 cents, slightly less than 
a decade ago. 

From a decrease over the past two years, 
profits of food retailers are returning to his
torical levels. Profits (after taxes) of 15 lead
ing chains increased to 0.9 percent of sales 
in the fourth quarter of 1973 from 0.5 per
cent of sales in the third quarter. Data from 
a few chains indicate profits will be around 
1 percent of sales in the first quarter of 
1974. The increase in profit rates for the 
fourth and first quarters is in line with sea
sonal patterns. 

Profits after taxes of corporations proc
essing and manufacturing food and kindred 
products averaged 2.4 percent in 1973, the 
same as 1971 and 1972. However, the profit 
rate was increasing at year's end ·to 2.7 per
cent of sales. In contrast, profit of all manu
facturing industries increased to 4.7 per
cent of sales in 1973 as compared to 4.3 per
cent in 1972. Bakery manufacturers' profit 
fell to 1.1 in 1973, down from 2.2 percent of 
sales in 1972. Profits for dairy manufacturers 
remained unchanged at 2.0 percent of sales. 
Meat packers' profit increased one-tenth of 
one percent of sales for a 1973 average of 1.1. 

Profit as a percentage of stockholders' 
equity exhibits the same trends as profit to 
sales ratios. Food manufacturers' profits 
averaged 12.8 percent on equity in 1973 com
pared with 11.3 in 1972. 
TOWARD HIGHER PERFORMANCE IN THE FOOD 

SYSTEM 

We all realize that higher food prices are 
not welc<;>med-particularly by consumers 
with low or fixed incomes. Department 
policies are intended to encourage a food' 
production and marketing system whioh 
provides consumers their choice of food at 
the lowest prices consistent with reasonable 
returns to farmers and marketers. 

Increasing food supplies to meet the grow
ing domestic and export demand will go a 
long way toward stabilizing food prices. The 
Department is doing all it can to encourage 
increased production and more efficient 
marketing of food. It was announced by the 
Department that there would be no set-aside 
requirements and no restrictions on plant
ings for the 1974 crop program which will 
allow farmers to greatly increase plantings 
this year. March 1 planting intentions for 

16 crops show a total of 227 million acres, 4 
percent (9 million acres) more than planted 
last year and 14 percent (29 million acres) 
above 1972 plantings. To further relieve pres
sure on supplies, relaxation of restrictions 
on food imports has been implemented. · 

The energy situation is also being moni
tored at the county level in an effort to see 
that agriculture receives adequate supplies 
of fuel to avoid impairing the production of 
food. To help increase transportation serv
ices for agriculture, Secretary Butz has asked 
the ICC to make additional railroad cars 
available to haul fertmzer and other farm 
supplies. The Secretary is also striving to 
achieve better performance in the marketing 
sector. He has been urging food distribution 
firms to make price adjustments, particularly 
for meats and breads that will equitably re
flect changes at the farm level. But since 
farm products in general account for only 
about 40 percent of the cost of food to con
sumers, achievement of better pricing effi
ciency relative to these commodities would 
still leave a broad area for introducing other 
potential efficiencies. 

As pointed out on many occasions by the 
Secretary and mentioned in the report of the 
National Commission on Productivity, there 
are a number of impediments to productivity 
growth in the food marketing system. 

Among the more important of these are: 
infiexible labor-management practices; un
reliable and costly transportation services; 
outmoded and excessive product handling 
betw~n the farm and consumer; disregard 
for possible benefits from container stand
ardization; and, deficiencies in the coordina
tion of the warehousing and transportation 
functions (although development and adop
tion of the Universal Product Code has al
lowed some progress in this area) . 

Various levels of government can also help 
in solving some of the problems. There are 
many possibilities for eliminating contradic
tions in local, State and Federal regulations 
that generate marketing inefficiencies. These 
could be made more uniform and harmoni
ous with the needs of consumers, marketers 
and agricultural producers. 

But to be more specific about everyday 
faults in the marketing system relating to 
productivity, I will cite two more or less 
familiar examples. It has been fairly well 
established that centralized meat cutting 
can reduce meat marketing costs substan
tially. While some firms have adopted this 
practice, labor-management agreements stm 
stand in the way of the realization of its 
full potential for the meat marketing sector 
at large. In the case of fruits and vegetables, 
a number of studies have demonstrated effi
ciencies that can be gained from use o:t 
standardized containers and pallets. This ap
proach would allow automated handling at 
all points in the distribution sy9Wm, improve 
product quality and permit saving in both 
time and labor costs. Yet, despite the evi
dence, this practice is far from receiving 
universal acceptance and application by the 
industry. 

The Department is disturbed over the 
continuation of such trouble spots in the 
food system. We shall continue to monitor 
developments and conduct research that 
will help promote better performance in this 
highly important sector. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI
DENT-APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were communi-
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cated to the Senate by Mr. Heiting, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
on May 31, 1974, the President had ap
proved and signed the fallowing acts: 

S. 775. An Act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for the establishment 
of a National Institute on Aging; 

S. 3072. An Act to a.mend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rates of disab111ty 
compensation for disabled veterans; to in
crease the rates of dependency and indem
nity compensation for their survivors; and 
for other purposes; and 

S. 3398. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rates of voca
tional rehabilitation, educational assistance, 
and special tl"aining allowances paid to eli
gible veterans and other persons; to make 
improvements in the educational assistance 
programs; and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HUDDLESTON) laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings.) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1975 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAVEL). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume the considera
tion of the unfinished business, S. 30.00, 
which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read a.s 
follows: 

A bill (S. 3000) to authorize appropria
tions during the fiscal year 1975 for pro
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test 
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of the 
Selected Reserve of each Reserve component 
of the Armed Forces and of civilian personnel 
of the Department of Defense, and to au
thorize the m111tary training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is S. 3000, the Mili
tary Procurement bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, that is 
the authorization bill for military pro
curement for the fiscal year 1975. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. · 

Mr. STENNIS Mr. President, in con
nection therewith quite a number of our 
professional staff members from the 
committee worked on dif!erent parts of 
this bill. There may be brief times when 
we need more than the normal number 
of assistants on the fioor, including mi
nority members of the ::1taf!. Also, addi
tional members of the staff need to be 
pre$ent. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the following members of the staff 
be permitted the privilege of the fioor 
during the deliberations on the bill em
phasizing that we will not need all on the 
fioor at the same time: 

T. Edward Braswell, Don Lynch, Hy 
Fine, Ed Kenney, Oeorge Foster, Robert 
Q. Old, Nancy Bearg, Francis J. Sullivan, 
Clark McFadden, .Charles Cromwell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed 
to en bloc, and that the bill as thus 
amended be regarded, for the purpose of 
amendment, as original text. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears no objection, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I know 
that the time is not controlled now but 
as fioor manager of the bill, and con
curred in by the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THURMOND), I want to say 
that, especially after we have gotten the 
so-called opening statements disposed of, 
we will be inclined to want to agree on 
controlled time for the amendments that 
have been filed and have been printed. 
Different Senators and even different 
committees would be interested in some 
of these amendments. We are going to 
take the initiative and notify the chair
men of other committees with respect to 
those amendments. 

In the consideration of the bill in years 
past the Senator from West Virginta 
(Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD)' aided and assisted 
by others, has been of enormous value 
and has saved considerable time for the 
Senate by working on unanimous-con
sent agreements. We seek his supPQrt 
now and thank him in advance for his 
willingness and what we know will be 
his effectiveness. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 

is gracious, overly charitable,. and he can 
be assured of my help all the way. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, that 
means that we are of! to a good start. 

s. 3000 

Mr. President, the Senate begins de
bate on S. 3000, the military procure
ment authorization bill for fiscal year 
1975. The Committee on Armed Services 
by a vote of 15 to O recommends that the 
bill be passed. That is the vote by which 
the committee reported the bill. There 
may be a few items, and I know of one 

instance already, in which there is some 
difference of opinion, but we took heart 
in taking this bill apart and then put
ting it together and moved it out for 
the consideration of the Senate, as I 
have said. 

SCOPE 

This is the bill, considered by Congress 
each year, which authorizes major weap
ons procurement and defense research 
and development. It also sets active duty 
and reserve strengths for the military 
services, authorizes training loads, and 
addresses various defense policy matters. 
This year, for the first time, the bill also 
establishes an end strength ceiling for 
civilian employees in the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. President, this year, as for several 
years, this bill carries with it a great 
number of Policy questions that relate 
to our foreign policy and a good number 
that will relate to major parts of our 
domestic policies, but this year in par
ticular the weaponry and the general 
preparedness included therein af!ect, in 
a very broad and in an in-depth sense, 
too, the foreign policy of this Nation. 
That will come out from time to time 
as various discussions take place, center
ing around various amendments which 
relate to particular provisions of the bill. 

I think that the bill represents a very 
adequate and a very fair balance of the 
requirements to carry out our military 
posture as well as back up what is now 
our foreign policy with reference to dif
ferent parts of the world, and those mat
ters are varied and many and require 
many defense activities and military ac
tivities and military preparedness and 
military programs. 

Also in this bill-and carried in this 
bill for the last time-is authorization for 
military aid for the Republic of South 
Vietnam. 

In dollars and cents, the Defense De
partment requested $23,130,139,000 for 
major procurement and R. & D. in fiscal 
1975, and the Armed Services Commit
tee approved $21,859, 712,000. That is a 
cut of $1,270,427,000 from the request, 
or about 5.5 percent. 

I want to note here that this bill's 
total, of roughly $21.9 billion, includes 
$212,300,000 for procurement of items re
quiring authorization for supply to South 
Vietnam. As I will explain, the bill au
thorizes a regular appropriation account 
for this purpose and items for South 
Vietnam will no longer be funded as part 
of regular military appropriations for 
the U.S. forces. This point is covered in 
section 701 of the bill and fully explained 
in the rePQrt. 

By the way, the report on this bill con
sists of almost 200 printed pages in fairly 
small print. I can say by experience that 
it is one of the most complete and ex
haustive reports that we have filed in the 
Senate in a long time. It is thorough and 
it is complete, and I know it represents 
a lot of hard work by a number of 
talented staff members who have devoted 
all of their time since January and most 
of their time since late last summer, 
when we started finishing up on the bill 
for the preceding year. 
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It is a value to any Member of the 
Senate and it is a value to the public, and 
everyone will :find it is rather complete, 
and if it is not complete on any point, 
it points the way to where one can :find 
a complete explanation. 

The House which approved its mili
tary procurement authorization bill on 
May 22, approved authorizations total
ing $22,642,963,000. 

In manpower categories, Mr. President, 
the Senate Armed Services Committee is 
recommending a cut of 49,000 from the 
active duty force planned for the end of 
:fiscal 1975-a reduction of 2 percent. Also 
recommended is a cut of 44,600 in civilian 
employees as proposed by the Defense 
Department-a reduction of about 4 
percent. 

I expect, Mr. President, that a number 
of amendments will be offered to this bill, 
and I will certainly try to see that each 
is carefully and fully considered. I think 
this bill is the legislative embodiment of 
policies which touch the lives of every 
American, and as always, I want each 
Senator to have an opportunity to state 
his views. As I said last week, I think 
full debate on this bill is a wholesome 
thing. 

One word further with reference to the 
four percent reduction in civilian em
ployees, as proposed by the Defense De
partment. A great part of that 4 per-

cent applies to positions that are an
nually created in the present budget. 
They are not positions in which some
body already has a job. They are posi
tions that are just on paper. In other 
words, we just denied this increase in 
civilian employees to the extent of 44,600, 
except for a small percentage of that 
which could be taken care of by attri
tion, should these :figures become law. 

DISCUSSION 

For my part, Mr. President, I strongly 
support this bill. I urge the Senate to 
approve it as a very large but very vital 
investment in the Nation 's future se
curity. 

I am sure all of us in the Senate, look 
to the day when current negotiations 
will have been successful and we can 
materially cut our defense forces in the 
secure knowledge that those who 
threaten us will cut their forces also. For 
the present, however, I think we must 
agree that the time has not come for cut
ting defense outlays on that basis. 

I have never-and I do not now
argue for approval of any weapon sys
tem just as a bargaining chip. I do not 
like that comparison at all. 

But I believe we must have forces
now and for the future-to deter a wide 
range of threats if we are to negotiate 
successfully. Under present circum
stances, I believe we must act here to pro-

vide a deterrent force of that sort, and 
I think this bill will provide it. 

The Committee on Armed Services and 
two subcommittees--on Research and 
Development and Tactical Air Power
ha ve held extensive hearings on this bill. 
The printed hearings number about 5,000 
pages, and that is a great deal of testi
mony, Mr. President, but, for illustra
tion, about $9 billion of this bill goes for 
research and development. That is not 
all for basic research. The greater part 
of it is for the cost of development and 
engineering. These are large sums of 
moneys, and they should be gone into 
carefully and fully by knowledgeable 
people on the staff and on the commit
tee; and that is exactly what we have 
done in preparing this bill for the Sen
ate's consideration. 

I hope that Senators and others will 
give detailed attention to the report that 
has been filed by the committee. 

I am going to give now a general sum
mary of the bill and of the programs of 
special interest. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table on page 9 of the com
mittee report setting forth programs for 
the bill in major weapons categories be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FISCAL YEAR 1975 AUTHORIZATION BILL- SUMMARY BY MAJOR WEAPON CATEGORY-ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(Amount in thousands of dollars( 

Fiscal year 1974 
Fiscal year 1973 program Fiscal year 1975 

Senate 

Change from 
request program (appropriated) request House authorized Recommended 

Aircraft : Army _____ __ ______ __ . __________________ ___ ____ __ __________ __ __ _ 
Navv and Marine Corps ________ __ __ ________ _________ ____ ___ ___ __ _ 
Air Force _________ __ __________ ___ ___ _____ ___________ ___ _______ _ _ 

114, 400 
2, 974, 100 
2, 639, 800 

138, 400 
2, 722, 700 
2. 720, 400 

339, 500 
2, 960, 600 
3, 496, 600 

335, 000 
2, 964, 100 
3, 391, 400 

-19, 200 
- 97, 900 

-210, 300 

320, 300 
2, 862, 700 
3, 286, 300 

SubtotaL . . __________________________________________________ ·===5,=7=28='= 30=0===5=, 5=8=1,=5=00===-==6,=79=6=, 7=C=O ===6=, 6=90=·=50=0===-=32=7=,4=00====6=' =46=9=, 3=00 

Missiles : Army ________________________ _________________________________ _ 
Navy _______ _________________ ____ __________ _____ __ -- -- -- -- --- ---
Marine Corps ___ __________ _____________________________________ _ 
Air Force _____________ __ ____ ___ ___ ______ ___ ___ ___ ______________ _ 

Subtotal. __________________________ _____________ ------- --- ___ _ 

699, 5CC 
698, 500 

22, 000 
1, 686, 400 

3, 106, 400 

Naval vessels : NavY--- -- ---------- ----------------- ----------------- 2, 962, 400 

Tracked combat vehicles : 
Army ________ --- -- -- - --- - --- --- --- --- - ---- -- - --- --- -- ----- -- -- -Marine Corps ___ _________ ______________ ____________________ __ __ _ 

Subtotal. ___________ ______ ___ ____ __ _________ ___ _ -- . _ ------- ---

====== 
198, 900 
49, 700 

248, 600 

525, 100 
574, 800 

32, 300 
1, 393, 300 

459, 200 
620, 600 

76, 000 
1, 610, 800 

439, 400 
620, 600 

76, 000 
1, 610, 800 

-22, 700 
+ 13, 900 
-1, 900 

-38, 400 

456, 500 
634, 5CO 

74, 100 
1, 572, 400 

2, 525, 500 2, 766, 600 2, 746, 800 -49, 100 2, 717, 500 
=========================================== 

3, 468, 100 3, 562, 600 3, 539, 100 -681, 600 2, 881 , 000 

179, 600 
46, 200 

225, 800 

331, 900 
80, 100 

412, 000 

321, 200 
74, 200 

395, 400 

-38, 600 
-5, 90() 

-44, 500 

293, 30(} 
74, 200 

367, 500 

196, 400 198, 000 187, 700 187, 700 ----- - ------------ 187, 700 
===========================================================~=; 

Torpedoes: Navy _______ ______ _______________ --- -------------------================================== 

43, 900 44, 700 53, 400 55, 700 -7, 400 46, 000 
37, 900 27, 900 25, 600 25, 600 -100 25, 500 
1, 3CO 700 500 500 - - -------~-------- 500 

Other weapons : 
Army _______ ---- ------ ------ ___ __ ________ ________ _____ ________ _ 
Na~V-- - - -- -- - --- -- ----- --- - -- --- -- -- -- -- --- -- - --- -- -- -- - --- --- -
Marine Corps ___________ --------- ________ --- ------ __ ---------- __ 

Subtotal. ___ . ______ -- - - -- --- •.. ---- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- ------- -- - - - 83, 100 73, 300 79, 500 81, 800 -7, 500 72, oco 
12, 325, 200 12, 072, 2.00 13, 805, 100 13, 641, 300 -l, 110, 100 12, 695, 000 T~~pro~remenL----------------------------------------- - - ·=====~=========~================== 

1, 884, 550 1, 912, 100 1, 985, 976 1, 878, 397 -110, 733 1, 875, 243 
2, 545, 004 2, 654, 405 3, 264, 503 i· 153, 006 -113, 461 3, 151, 042 
3, 120, 040 3, 042, 000 3, 518, 860 • 459, 760 -129, 390 3, 389, 470-

446, 311 457, 900 528, 700 485, 500 -19, 043 509, 657 
27, 000 24, 600 27, OLO 25, 000 -- - -- ---- - -------- 27, 000 

Research, development, t1:st and e\aluation: 
Army 1 ____ - - • - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - --- - ----- - - - - - --- -- - - -- -- --- - -- -- -Navv (including Marine Corps) 2 ______________ _______________ __ __ _ _ 
Air Force. ___________ _______________ ___ ___ _____________ _____ ___ _ 
Defense agencies _____ --------- __ ----- --- ___________ ------ ____ __ _ 
Test and e~aluation, Defens - - -- -- ----- -- -'---------------- --- ----

8, 022, 905 8, 091, 005 9, 325, 039 9, 001 , 663 -372, 627 8, 954, 412 Total, R.D.T. & E.H·-- - ----- - - - ------ --- --------------------- --===============================~=~ 
Grand total procurement and R.D.T. & E.34 __ ________ ______ ______ _ 20, 348, 105 

1 Includes $3,300,000 in fiscal year 1974 current program which is proposed for transfer from 
procurement. 

2 Includes $23,800,000 in fiscal year 1974 current prggram which is proposed for transfer from 
procurement. 

20, 163, 205 23, 13C, 139 22, 642, 963 -1, 482, 727 21, 647, 412 

3 Includes special foreign currency program for Navy under R.D.T. & E. appropriation. 
4 Excludes FY 1974 Supplemental Authorization. 

Note.- Does not include $212,300,000 in title VII for procurement authorization for South 
Vietnam. 
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr .. President, the De
fense Department requested in round 
numbers a total of $13.8 billion for major 
weaporui procurement programs. Our 
committee approved a total of $12.9 bil
lion-a reduction of about $900 million 
or 6.5 percent. 

Here is a summary of some of the ma
jor procurement actions: 

F-15.-The committee approved a to
tal authorization of $1.076 billion, in
cluding R. & D. for 72 of the new Air 
Force fighter planes. 

Mr. President, I had a chance not long 
ago to visit the testing ground for that 
plane, the F-15. Anyone would be highly 
pleased with what he saw and what he 
heard what has been said about this new 
plane, which seems to be a real achieve
ment. It is one that is needed and will 
fill a highly important role, in my opin
ion. Also in the engineering and testing 
stages, there will be planes of lesser cost 
that will Possibly be coming in later. 

The next item to which I refer is what 
we call the AWACS. The committee au
thorized $549.8 million for procurement 
of 12 E-3A AW ACS aircraft, as recom
mended by the Tactical Airpower Sub
committee. However, the Secretary of 
Defense will be required to certify that 
the plane is cost-efficient and that it can 
perform its mission before a production 
contract is signed in December. That is 
a rather important string that is left 
on this authorization. 

The F-111.-The committee added 
$220.5 million to Air Force requests to 
buy 12 more F-lll's and provide long
lead funds for this aircraft. 

A-10/ A-7 close air support.-The 
committee authorized $192.7 million for 
A-10 aircraft or A-7D aircraft depending 
on which is judged the winner of the re
cent ftyoff between these two. Also ap
proved was a construction authorization 
for four additional A-lO's transferred 
from R. & D. accounts. Also approved was 
an additional $81.4 million R. & D. au
thorization for use on the A-10 if it wins 
the ftyoff. 

Mr. President, that A-10 is a new 
plane. The A-7 is an older plane, both 
capable, or thought to be, of supplying 
close air support for our ground troops. 
This is a highly important assignment. 
· We come now to ships. The committee 

reduced the Navy's $3.6 billion request by 
nearly $700 million deleting the following 
vessels from the Navy's shipbuilding pro
gram: one of the nuclear attack subma
rines, which calls for the· deletion of 
$167.5 million; a destroyer tender, call
ing for a deletion of $116.7 million; com
pletion of funding for the first control 
ship, calling for a deletion of $142.9 mil
lion; four of seven requested patrol frig
ates, calling for a deletion of $250.5 
million. · 

F-14.-The committee reduced re
quests for the Navy's F-14 fighter by $22 
million to $722.5 million for 50 aircraft 
since sales of the F-14 to Iran will re
duce the plane's cost. 

Airlift.-The committee authorized 
$31 million of $50 million requested to 
begin a program to stretch the C-141 
aircraft to increase its cargo capacity. 
Also approved was the Air Force request 

for $15 million to start a wing strength
ening program for the C-5A. The com
mittee deleted a $155 million request for 
use in modifying commercial jumbo jets 
for emergency use in hauling military 
cargo. 

Those were three items, Mr. President, 
that related to an increase in the airlift 
or the cargo carrying capacity. The first 
one is important in that we initiated a 
rather extensive program here for C-141 
which will be a stretch-out proposition, 
and increase its cargo capacity. 

The $15 million is the beginning of a 
larger program for wing strengthening 
for the C-5A which, you might say, is a 
normal step that you have to take with 
planes of this size and this capacity in 
the course of time or in the course of 
their use. 

We did not go into the extensive pro
gram of modifying commercial jumbo 
jets for emergency use in hauling mili
tary cargo because we were not con
vinced that this program had been de
veloped enough to authorize it or, per
haps, was not needed anyway. We were 
not convinced that it would be satisfac
tory. Therefore, it was stricken out al
together. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Defense Departments requests for re
search and development programs 
totaled $93 billion in round numbers. 
The committee approved $8.95 billion, 
trimming some $370 million, or 4 per
cent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. McINTYRE), who heads the Re
search and Development Subcommittee, 
will be discussing these programs in de
tail. I shall only touch on some of the 
highlights. 

Mr. President, by the way, the Sen
ator from New Hampshire <Mr. Mc
INTYRE) and the members of this Re
search and Development Subcommittee, 
together with their staff members, have 
done a remarkable job. They carried on 
extensive hearings and gave exhaustive 
and profound consideration to all the 
major items of this bill that had been 
included. 

I venture to say that this has been 
the most complete and thorough and 
extensive hearing with reference to re
search and development concerning 
military weapons that any subcommittee 
or any committee of the Congress has 
ever held in covering an entire research 
and development program 

Trident.-The Navy's Trident nu
clear-powered, missile-firing submarine 
has been handled by the R . & D. Subcom
mittee though it now involves both pro
curement and R. & D. requests. This year, 
the committee deleted $15 million from 
funds for development of the Trident I 
missile and approved a $1.9 billion total 
of Trident authorizations. As we pro
ceed, it will be possible to reduce the 
committee bill by $24.8 million since that 
sum, requested for long-lead procure
ment, has now been included in the 1974 
supplement military procurement au
thorization bill. 

The Trident program authorizes the 
start of construction of a second and a 
third Trident submarine during fiscal 

1975-plus the procurement of long lead.
time items for subsequent submarines. 

Mr. President, I want to say a further 
word about this Trident program for 
this year. The Trident program in this 
bill that is now before the Senate repre
sents an adjustment that the commit
tee has made. I have referred to the 
item that is in the supplemental au
thorization bill and the supplemental 
appropriation bill now pending before 
Congress in the form of a conference 
report, the i;1.uthorization bill for which 
is due to come to the Senate tomorrow. 
It also includes this $24.8 million, for 
long-lead-time procurement that we 
had already put in the pending fis.cal 
year 1975, military bill. 

In other words, those bills crossed in 
the corridors and in the conference 
rooms of the Capitol; this is a fine illus
tration of how confusing it is sometimes 
to have a great many items requested 
in a supplemental bill. That is certainly 
true this year for the Department of 
Defense. 

We had an unusually large number of 
items in the supplemental bill, many of 
which were denied by Congress, not be
cause they did not have merit but be
cause there was no emergency about 
them. They did not belong in a fiscal 
1974 appropriation or authorization bill. 
I hope and believe that next year, if there 
is an attempt to request so much through 
supplemental bills, our committee will be 
more severe and in fact very severe on 
the idea of including these matters that 
are really not emergencies with supple
mental requests, thereby tying them into 
an old budget year that has either ex
pired or is expiring. These requests mean 
that we have to have double debates on 
them here after hearings in committees, 
and afterward deliberation in conference 
committees trying to reach an agree
ment with reference to them both in au
thorization and supplemental bills. 

The Senate just does not have a large 
enough membership nor enough time to 
be going over and over these items in 
two bills each year. As a matter of fact, 
some items that were denied last Novem
ber and early December were back in 
supplemental bills in January; when we 
got back here 40 or 50 days later, the 
requests were coming in for the same 
items. 

So, as a matter of self-defense, the 
Senate is going to have to have an ever1 
firmer and stronger policy with refer
ence to holding down these supplemental 
military procurement authorization bills 
as well as appropriations, I hope. 

The Defense Appropriations Subcom
mittee, and the Appropriations Commit
tee in the Senate, have been very help
ful and very cooperative in handling 
these matters. The Armed Services Com
mittee has insisted all the way through 
that matters should not be appropriated 
for unless they have been expressly au
thorized. Not all Members of Congress 
agree with that position, but I think it is 
a sound one, and it is the one that we 
should stoutly continue to maintain and 
really fight for, for the benefit of the 
Senate, and especially for Members of 
the Senate who are not members of the 
Armed Services Committee. 
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New nuclear missile submarine.-The 

committee deleted a $16 million R. & D. 
request for development of a smaller bal
listic missile submarine to complement 
the Trident force. The committee ap
proved this concept but felt approval this 
year would be premature. 

Certainly we can get along without 
starting it so soon, when we are carry
ing forward in a very fine way the 
conversion of our Polaris submarines 
over to Poseidons, and coming along now 
with the procurement of the Trident 
force. 

B-1 bomber.-The committee cut $44 
million from the $499 million requested 
for the B-1 bomber. The reduction will 
limit the approved program to three 
prototype aircraft and allow flight test
ing and technical progress before Con
gress acts further. 

Strategic initiatives.-By a 13 to 2 vote 
the committee approved requests for 
three programs designed to improve the 
yield and accuracy of strategic missiles. 
The programs involve a requested $32 
million to improve the accuracy of the 
Minuteman ICBM, $25 million to in
crease the yield of Minuteman warheads, 
and $20 million for developing a maneu
vering reentry vehicle--MARV-with 
terminal guidance for increased accu
racy. 

Site defense.-The committee ac
cepted the recommendation of its Re
search and Development Subcommittee 
and reduced by $50 million the $160 mil
lion requested for a follow-on antibal
listic missile system. The reduction 
would reorient the program from pro
totype demonstration to research and 
technology. 

This is all in the statement of re
search and development. 

MANPOWER 

I would like to say, Mr. President, that 
military manpower-uniformed and ci
vilian-as authorized in this bill does 
not provoke interest and attract head
lines as the costly, sophisticated weapons 
do. We have reached the point, how
ever, where manpower costs make up the 
largest part of our military budget--57 
percent. 

I remember just a few years ago it was 
less than 37 percent. 

The committee tried to keep that trend 
constantly in focus as it recommended 
various manpower programs. 

Mr. President, the committee made a 
modest cut to the active military and 
civilian strengths, which on a full-year 
basis will permit :savings of $1.2 billion 
per year. 

On the military side each service was 
reduced by 2 percent of 49,000 below the 
requested number. None of these reduc
tions will come out of combat units. Ways 
must be found to reduce the enormous 
overhead in personnel costs which now 
total a;bout 57 percent of the entire de
fense budget. 

On the civilian side, the committee 
reduced the authorized number by 4 per
cent, or 44,600. I would emph~ize that 
three-quarters of these represent spaces 
or pooitions to be filled rather than 
people. 

The large turnover of over 200,000 
civilians per year will permit this reduc-

tion to be made without the necessity 
of arbitrary layoffs. 

ACTIVE DUTY, MILITARY 

As I have :said, the committee bill cuts 
the strength of each of the services, re
quested for the end of fiscal 1975 by 2 
percent-a total of 49,000. This is for 
those in uniform. We are recommending 
that this cut be effected in certain sup
port activities, including headquarters 
around the world, and not in combat 
categories. 

The Defense Department requests were 
for an active duty military strength 
totaling 2,152,100 on June 30, 1975. The 
committee recommendation is for 2,103,-
100 a;s of that date. 

Mr. President, 2 percent is considered 
a small reduction, but it certainly .is 
enough to count, in view of the fact that 
we have had heavier reductions for the 
last several years. The services have been 
coming around and meeting the end
strength requirements put on them by 
Congress, and have made certain 
changes--the Army I am thinking of 
now, and the Air Force has made some 
to a degree-making certain changes in 
headquarters personnel and transferring 
manPower-not the individuals, but the 
numbers, into the more direct combat 
units-the rifle companies in the Army, 
the artillery companies, and so forth. We 
went through this very thoroughly, in
deed assisted by a highly competent staff 
member with years of experience, and 
we are satisfied that this cut can be ef
fected without cutting or impairing the 
bone and muscle of the services. 

We could have, if it had been a meat 
ax method, saved 5, 6, or 7 percent, but 
we did not take that approach. We knew 
exactly what we were doing. We left the 
final say as to where this would be done 
to the services because that is where the 
responsibility belongs, we think. But we 
did specify in our. report the considera
tion that had been given to certain areas· 
and we expect the services seriously to 
consider the cuts as finally agreed on in 
the bill to be applied at least in part-
and we expect in large part-to those 
areas that we Pointed out. 

Of course I am not being arbitrary 
about this because the other body must 
be considered as well as its ideas about 
the matter. No one body can pass a law. 
Those considerations, of course, will come 
when there is a conference on the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD, the table on page 
130 of the committee report which de
tails the requests and committee recom
mendations. 

There· being no objection, the table was 
order to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL STRENGTH 

(End fiscal year 1975 strength in thousands) 

Committee Reduction 
DOD recom- from 

request mended request Percent 

Army ____ ____ ____ 785. 0 768, 3 -16. 7 -2 
Navy _________ _ -- 540. 4 527. 0 -13.4 -2 
Marine Corps _____ 196. 4 192. 8 -3.6 -2 
Air Force ____ ____ 630. 3 615. 0 -15.3 -2 

Totat__ ____ 2, 152. 1 2, 103.1 -49.0 -2 

Mr. STENNIS. Senators are well aware 
of difficulties being encountered by cer
tain of the military services as they fill 
their ranks on an all-volunteer basis. I 
urge Members of the Senate to familiar
ize themselves with the section of our 
committee report dealing with active 
duty manpower. 

As detailed in our report, the commit
tee recommends approval of the service 
requests for training and student loads
that is, the average number of officers 
and enlisted men and women who will be 
attending formal courses on any given 
day during the fiscal year. 

VOLUNTEER FORCE 

A word about the volunteer force: 
Years ago, we debated in extensio the 
idea of an All-Volunteer Force. We did 
not know what it would cost. We did not 
know how it would work. We did know 
that we wanted it done. Now we are get
ting along with it. I was not opposed to 
that change in the law. Congress worked 
its will. The President was for it. Many 
of the military officers at that time were 
supporting it-some of them might have 
done so with tongue in cheek a little, 
but they were supporting it and said it 
would work. When it became law, I im
mediately announced that I would sup
Port the plan in every way that I could, 
and I have done that. There is a practical 
reason. This is the only way we have of 
getting men and women into the services 
now, through the volunteer force concept. 
We have tried to bring the facts to the 
Senate, in speeches, and in the tables 
and paragraphs of our reports on this 
subject matter. Senators will find there 
a complete analysis of the developments 
so far. 

I have been out in the field quite a bit 
and visited with the volunteers, some 
that just got there, some who had been 
there 6 months, and some who had been 
there about a year. Some had enlisted 
for long terms and others for shorter 
terms. I talked to these men in private, so 
to speak. I asked for 15 or 20 men to be 
assembled in a suitable room where I 
could confer with them on a man-to
man basis with no one else present ex
cept these young men. I was there as just 
another citizen but of course I told them 
what my responsibilities were here in 
the Senate with reference to the military. 
After letting them ask me some questions, 
they permitted me to ask them questions 
and I got very revealing answers, some of 
which were encouraging. I know it has 
helped me greatly in passing on my duties 
and responsibilities here. 

After going through that experience, I 
made a statement on the floor here that 
I thought a volunteer force could be 
achieved, that the responsibility rested 
primarily on the commissioned officers 
and on the noncommissioned officers in 
the services, and that unless they tried 
hard, of course, it would not work. But 
I think it is my duty, and I believe every 
)ther Senator's duty, to support that 
concept. I do not say give them every
thing they ask for, but be certain we give 
everything they need. 

Frankly, I do not think we can pass a 
draft act, or a Selective Service Act as 
we call it, now, because there is not 
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enough sentiment for it in Congress or 
in the country. I do not think we should 
do it until this volunteer force concept 
has been thoroughly tried. We want to 
see if we can afford the cost and if we can 
get enough quality men and women
and by quality I mean men and women 
with the talent, the dedication, the 
stamina, the character, the integrity, and 
the will to perform these jobs and per
form them under hard and adverse 
conditions. 

The field of electronics. alone has 
opened up a great requirement in the 
services that was almost unheard of 15 
or 20 years ago. It takes a system, it 
takes effort, and it takes cultivation and 
reward and incentives to get enough 
qualified people in this field and weld 
them into a military unit. You are not 
going to have a military unit if you do 
not have some discipline, some incentive, 
and then reward for military-like con
duct and punishment for nonmilitary
type conduct. 

This is not a social organization or a 
sewing club. These are military units, 
and I think it is just elementary that 
they must be disciplined and properly 
trained, and trained to act under ad
verse conditions-in other words, on 
rainy days as well as sunny days. 

Mr. President, further on this sub
ject, the Secretary of Defense, for fiscal 
1975, reported three different annual 
costs of the All Volunteer Forces. One 
such reported cost is $734 million, which 
included increased recruiting costs, new 
bonus and ROTC scholarship, and im
proved education, living conditions, and 
travel entitlement. 

The second reported cost was $2.978 
billior .. including addition of the above 
items, the cost of the November 1971, pay 
raise for junior officers and enlisted men. 
That is the cost for 1 year. 

The third cost item was $3.677 billion 
including, in addition to the above items, 
the cost of barracks improvement and 
civilianization of the KP and other so
called menial tasks. That is not a repeti
tive cost. The others are repetitive, on an 
annual basis. 

The Secretary of Defense believes that 
the $734 million figure is the most realis
tic estimate of the volunteer force costs, 
because all the other things should have 
been done even without a volunteer 
force. Well, that is an argument. I put 
it in here because that is a point he 
makes. I do not think it applies, because 
the concept of Government that every 
man owes his country something by W""-Y 
of service does not carry the idea with 
it that you are trying to attract men by 
pay. It is true that we should have in
creased the salaries somewhat, whether 
we were going to have the Selective Serv
ice Act continued or not, and we did have 
bills the sRme year. 

Last year's committee study of the all
Volunteer Force showed annual costs of 
$3.135 billion in fiscal 1974 for programs 
associated with the Volunteer Force. This 
figure is directly comparable to the $2.978 
billion requested by the Secretary of De
fense for fiscal 1975. 

I am giving these figures because I 
think that all Senators and the public 
are entitled to the estimates of the cost 

of the various items. I have already ex
pressed myself as to the background of 
the change in the law. 

Mr. President, it appears that the an
nual cost of all the programs that have 
been specifically identified with the All
Volunteer Force is approximately $3 bil
lion. This includes about $2 billion for a 
one-time pay raise for junior officers and 
enlisted men. Some of these enlisted men 
were given a pay raise above the poverty 
level when the pay raise was enacted. 

We would not save anywhere near the 
$3 billion to go back to the draft, only 
about $125 million per year according 
to one estimate, because the comparabil
ity rule would keep military pay up, and 
there would be a higher turnover and 
thus higher training costs for the draftee 
force. 

That is partly argumentative, too. I 
put it in because it represents, part of 
the views of the Department of Defense; 
and inasmuch as the subject has been 
brought up, I thought it should be in
cluded at this point. 

MILITARY RESERVES 

The average strengths of the military 
reserve forces, as approved by the com
mittee in the pending bill are: 

Army: National Guard, 390,000; Re
serves, 220,000; Naval Reserve, 36,703; 
Air Force: National Guard, 93,412; Re
serves, 51,319; Coast Guard, U,700. 

These committee authorizations are 
above budget requests in the case of the 
Army National Guard, for which 379,848 
was requested, the Army Reserves, 215,-
842 requested, the Naval Reserves, 107,-
526 requested, and the Air National 
Guard, 89,128 requested. 

The budget requests for these reserve 
components were compiled months ago 
when it appeared that recruiting for the 
reserves would slump in an all-volunteer 
situation. Recruiting efforts have been 
successful, however, and the committee 

. feels that the services should take ad
vantage of their reserve resources. 

In that spirit, the committee had also 
approved an amendment, by the Senator 
from Georgia, Senator NUNN, requiring 
the use of reserves for expansion of the 
Air Force airlift mission. 

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 

As I have said, the committee is rec
ommending a cut, averaging 4 percent, in 
the civilian employees of Defense Depart
ment components proposed for the end 
of fiscal 1975. The requests were for 
1,027,300 civilian employees. The com
mittee is recommending 982,700-a re
duction of 44,600 positions. 

I, again stress the word, ";JOsitions," 
Mr. President. It is important to under
stand that many of these proposed "posi
tions" are not now filled. The reductions 
recommended will not lose jobs for men 
and women now employed. The cuts can 
be accommodated by attrition and by 
not creating a great number of new posi
tions. 

With a view to better manpower man
agement, the committee has approved an 
amendment, by the Senator from Ohio, 
Senator TAFT, stating the View of Con
gress that the Defense Department, when 
it decides between civilian and military 
manpower for defense jobs, should use 

the least costly type of manpower con
sistent with military requirements. 

NATO 

Also in the manpower field, the com
mittee approved three ATO amendments 
sponsored by the Senator from Georgia, 
Senator NUNN, who made a survey trip 
to Europe at my request, early in the year, 
and filed a report which has been useful 
to us. I am sure the Senator will discuss 
these amendments in detail, and I will 
not try to do that, but I will say that I 
approve. 

Also, Mr. President, with respect to the 
amendment about the use of some of the 
Reserves for expansion of our Air Force 
airlift missions I am sure will be attacked 
vigorously, and that is all right. The 
amendment raises the issue here, as to 
whether we are ever going to actually 
use these Reserves. I am ref erring now 
especially to the Air Force Reserves, in
cluding the Air National Guard. They 
have outstanding records; they have a 
great number of experienced and intelli
gent men. Arguments can be made 
against the amendment but if we are go
ing to utilize the talents of these people 
it has to be done through congressional 
action. I hope this amendment is fully 
and fairly debated. 

Generally, these NATO amendments 
are designed to enhance the nonnu
clear potential of NATO forces in Europe 
and reduce reliance on nuclear weapons. 
The amendments would: First, require a 
20 percent reduction in U.S. support 
troops in Europe-about 23,000 posi
tions--over a 2-year period, permitting, 
but not requiring, corresponding in
creases in combat forces. 

This is not a reduction of combat forces 
in Western Europe. This is, according to 
the amendment, a requirement that sup
port troops in Europe be reduced by 20 
percent, or 23,000 positions, and that they 
be given 2 years within which to do it, to 
make the shift, and they can increase by 
corresponding number, the numbers in 
the combat forces. 

Second, freeze the number of U.S. nu
clear weapons committed to NATO while 
the Secretary of Defense studies the use 
of nuclear weapons in Europe, possible 
stockpile reductions, and plans for a "na
tional and coordinated nuclear posture" 
for NATO; and 

Third, require a study by the Secre
tary of the costs and loss in effectiveness 
to NATO forces caused by failure to agree 
on standard NATO weapons, ammuni
tion, et cetera, and require the Secretary 
to propose standardization actions in 
NATO councils. 

Those amendments will be fully dis
cussed by the Senator from Georgia and 
will be fully debated, I am sure, by other 
Senators. 
AID TO VIETNAM-REDUCTION TO $900 MILLION 

In consideration of supplemental budg
et requests, and again in connection with 
this bill, the committee has looke-d very 
carefully at the program, military assist
ance service funded <MASF). This is the 
program under which we provided mili
tary aid to allies who fought with us in 
the Indochina war. 

This program has, in effect, let our 
armed services give some of their sup-
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plies and equipment over the years to 
forces of other nations fighting in Indo
china. 

In recent years we have authorized 
these amounts by approving a ceiling 
and permitting the allies to be supplied 
out of the money that was approP;riated 
to our own U.S. armed services in that 
area of the world. 

At times that has meant the South 
Vietnamese, the Laotians, the South Ko
reans, and so forth. The program was 
designed for providing aid from our own 
logistics line during a shooting war, and 
accounting for the aid was secondary in 
these circumstances. 

Now, of course, we are sending aid to 
one country, South Vietnam. The com
mittee has tried to reshape the MASP 
program to recognize that fact, and to 
require fiscal stringency. Summarizing, 
Mr. President, the committee has: 

First, reduced the $1.6 billion request 
for a ceiling on this Vietnam aid to $900 
million-a level the committee considered 
reasonable for fiscal 1975. 

Second, set up a regular, separate ap
propriation for this assistance-a step 
which will permit regular accounting 
procedures and followup including GAO 
audit. 

Third, require that the Secretary of 
Defense approve all obligations in this 
account and that obligations be charged 
when provided. 

Fourth, clearly define the valuation 
procedures for obligations of assistance 
in this account. 

In addition, I have suggested to the 
Pentagon and White House that a highly 
competent individual of top reputation 
be given full authority to take full 
charge of this program here and in Viet
nam. 

I believe these changes will improve 
this program so that it better serves the 
South Vietnamese, and I think we should 
be supplying aid to them, in reasonable 
amounts, in the wake of the withdrawal 
of our fighting forces. The changes will 
also help in moving this aid program 
into the regular military assistance pro
gram (MAP) next year-in fiscal 1976. 

In other words, there would be strict 
accountability and line item operations. 
If our recommendation is followed, this 
responsibility will not be divided over 
there between this service and that serv
ice and someone else. The administra
tion would place some competent person 
in charge and hold him responsible all 
the way down the line, both over there 
and over here. With that being done we 
feel it will not take nearly as much 
money as in the past and that this will 
be enough. 

COMMENT 

Mr. President, I want to thank the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee, the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. THURMOND), for his unfailing 
cooperation in the committee's delibera
tions on this bill. I also want to thank the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) who 
has again chaired the Tactical Air 
Power Subcommittee, and the Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. McINTYRE) 
who again headed the Research and De
velopment Subcommittee. All of the 

members of the Committee on Armed 
Services deserve the thanks of the Senate 
for their work on this measure. 

Mr. President, this is the fifth year 
that these gentlemen, the Senator from 
Nevada <Mr. CANNON) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), 
have served as heads of these subcom
mittees, and the subcommittees have 
virtually the same membership as here
tofore and they have done very fine 
work. 

As we move into consideration of 
amendments, I am sure there will be dif
ferences on certain specifics in this bill. 
I expect that, of course, but I will sup
port the committee's recommendations 
because I think the committee has re
ported a good, well balanced, authori
zation bill. 

I think it provides a sound annual 
installment on the forces we may need 
to deter aggression-forces which will, at 
the same time, allow us to negotiate from 
strength in the several negotiating arenas 
to which we are committed. 

Mr. President, as I said in the begin
ning, let us never forget the fact that 
a great deal of the thrust of our foreign 
policy is contained in this bill, and a 
great deal of the hardware and the 
manpower that make that foreign policy 
effective are contained in the bill. 

We should not move into commit
ments in all parts of the world unless 
we mean what we say. We cannot go 
into those commitments and then hap
pily go our way and think everything 
ought to come out without substantial 
increases in costs. It costs money and it 
costs big money. It will continue to cost 
more and more money for these expen
sive weapons and the necessary man
power. 

The judgment we need to make is: 
Is the policy to be changed? If it is not 
changed, we must be certain that the 
policy is implemented with what we 
think is necessary to carry it out with
out money being spent heedlessly or 
needlessly. That is the spirit in which 
this bill is presented to the Senate by 
the committee. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
I thank the membership. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 3000, the military pro
curement authorization bill for the 
fiscal year 1975. Work on this legisla
tion by the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee was completed May 16 and the re
port was issued for the membership last 
week. 

The fiscal year 1975 bill as reported by 
the committee totals $21.8 billion, a net 
reduction of $1.3 billion from the request 
of the Defense Department which totaled 
$23.1 billion. For the information of the 
Senate, the money approved in this leg
islation is $783.2 million below the 
authorization recommended by the 
House Armed Services Committee. The 
House bill was approved by that body 
May 22 without any substantive changes. 

Mr. President, the distinguished chair
man of the committee, Mr. STENNIS, of 
Mississippi, has already explained for the 
Senate in some det~?J the major elements 

of this legislation. Therefore, as the 
ranking minority member, I shall limit 
my remarks to several key areas which 
I feel are of significant importance. 

PROc'UREMENT 

In the procurement account the most 
significant committee actions involve 
denials in the shipbuilding account. The 
·Committee approved only two of the 
three nuclear attack submarines re
quested, denied all funds for procure
ment of the initial sea control ship, 
approved only three of the requested 
seven patrol frigates, and denied the 
request for one destroyer tender. 

The reasonings for these actions are 
covered in the committee report and have 
been explained in some detail by the 
chairman. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

In the research and development 
account the committee trimmed the ad
ministration request of $9.3 billion to 
$8.9 billion, a reduction of approximately 
4 percent. 

One of the more significant actions of 
the committee included the reduction of 
$44 million of the $499 million requested 
for tbe Air Force B-1 development pro
gram. This reduction has the effect of 
limiting the program to three prototype 
aircraft to support flight testing as 
opposed to the administration request for 
four prototypes. 

Also the committee reduced the Army's 
request of $57.7 million for the heaVY 
lift helicopter program by a sum of 
$21.2 million. This cut in effect would 
deny a second prototype for the program 
as it has only been approved for 
advanced development at this particular 
time. 

MANPOWER 

In the manpower account the com
mittee approved military strength cuts of 
49,000 and civilian strength cuts of 44,000 
for a total reduction of nearly 100,000 
personnel. 

Of the 49,000 military personnel re
duction the committee has given strong 
direction that at least 11,000 of these 
cuts be taken from overseas headquar
ters and in noncombat units. 

While the committee identified areas 
in which it felt these cuts could be taken, 
the Defense Department will be free to 
make the reductions in these or other 
areas of its own choosing. 

In the Reserve strength the committee 
added about 20,000 personnel because the 
initial budget request was made at a time 
when recruiting of personnel was proving 
to be a problem. Since the budget was 
presented to the Congress, Reserve re
cruiting has improved and in particular, 
the Army Reserve and the Army Guard 
have made significant advances toward 
achieving higher levels of manning. 

Mr. President, at this time it should be 
emphasized the committee has requested 
the Secretary of Defense to provide a de
tailed breakout and explanation for the 
proposed reduction of 48,000 from the 
Army Reserve components. The com
mittee has required that this informa
tion be submitted promptly in order that 
it might be considered when the Reserve 
strength levels are adjusted to the higher 
figures approved in the House bill. 



17332 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 3, 1974 

FORCES OVERSEAS 

This year the committee's interest in 
reducing military personnel overseas has 
been strengthened by visits of a number 
of the members to countries in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. As a result 
of these visits the committee has adopted 
several amendments to the bill which 
address some of the issues raised on the 
Senate floor in previous years about 
our NA TO commitments. Briefly, these 
amendments would mandate a reduction 
of 20 percent in the number of Army 
support troops in Europe within the next 
2 fiscal years, require a review of tactical 
nuclear policy in NATO, and a require
ment to study standardization programs 
as they might affect weapon systems 
within the NATO military forces. 

MILrrARY AID TO SOUTH VIETNAM 

Military aid to South Vietnam was 
drastically reduced by the committee in 
that an authorization for appropriation 
of only $900 million was approved by the 
committee. This represents a sizable re
duction from the $1.6 billion ceiling re
quested by the administration. 

It is my sincere hope, as one member 
of the committee, that these funds will be 
sufficient to provide our allies in South 
Vietnam with the necessary hardware to 
defend their country. Frankly, the com
mittee may have been wiser to provide a 
higher ceiling as it would be a serious 
mistake to provide inadequate support in 
this country where so much American 
effort has already been expended. 

Mr. President, in closing, it is my view 
this is a good bill overall and the com -
mittee has been very diligent in consider
ing carefully each of the requests. S. 3000 
contains many, many reductions of even 
very small amounts which testify to the 
committee's efforts to save every dollar 
possible while at the same time providing 
a necessary and strong National Defense 
Establishment. 

Mr. President, our able chairman, Sen
ator STENNIS, is to be commended for the 
tremendous work he has performed in 
bringing this bill to the floor at this early 
date. Furthermore, all of the members of 
the committee contributed significantly 
to this effort, which should make possible 
approval of the military budget at the 
beginning of the approaching fiscal year. 
Especially noteworthy were the efforts of 
the subcommittee chairmen, Mr. CANNON 
of Nevada, who chaired the Tactical Air 
Power Subcommittee, and Mr. McINTYRE, 
who headed the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee. 

Also, great credit is due to the staff, 
majority and minority, for their dedi
cated work. 

As the ranking minority Member, I 
wish to particularly express my apprecia
tion to Senators TOWER, DoMINICK, GOLD
WATER, SCOTT, and TAFT, all of whom. 
have assisted in a splendid manner 
throughout consideration of this bill. 

Mr. President, it is my hope the Senate 
will act expeditiously in considering this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a. quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BIDEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TACTICAL Am POWER 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to present the report of the 
Tactical Air Power Subcommittee on the 
programs within our area in the fiscal 
year 1975 Department of Defense author
ization bill. I will review the scope of our 
coverage this year, give a short summary 
of our recommendations for changes to 
the budget requests on individual pro
grams, and then discuss aspects . of sp~
cial interest regarding the tactical air 
power programs of the services. 

SCOPE OF THE TAC Am SUBCOMMITTEE REVIEW 

Our membership this year was the 
same as last, with Senators SYMINGTON, 
JACKSON, NUNN, GOLDWATER, TOWER, and 
THURMOND joining me on the subcom
mittee. Their help was invaluable again, 
both in assisting with the hearings and 
also in helping resolve our recommenda
tions for you on the bill. 

Our functional program coverage was 
the same as a year ago. We reviewed the 
tactical combat and support airplane 
programs of the services, the aircraft 
tactical missiles including air-to-air and 
air-to-ground missiles, and the air de
fense SAM and AAA systems of the 
Army-with the exception of SAM-D 
which was covered in the R. & D. Sub
committee-and the Navy's shipboard 
SAM's, surface-to-surface missiles, and 
guns. There are 45 separate programs 
covered by us, and although we did re
view more than 45 separate budget line 
items in the course of our work, some 
individual elements could be included to
gether where they are parts of an over
all subject. The scope of our dollar cov
erage was some $5.3 billion in authoriza
tions, $1.1 billion for R. & D., and $4.2 
billion in procurement. Broken down by 
individual service, the subtotals are as 
follows: 

Air Force ___________ _ 
Navy _______________ _ 
Army ______________ _ 

Aircraft 

$2. 50 
1. 47 
. 20 

Missiles 

$0. 23 
. 69 
. 20 

Total 

$2. 73 
2.16 
. 40 

The $5.3 billion falls a little short of 
being one-quarter of the overall total of 
$23.1 billion in R. & D. and procurement 
which requires authorization . in :fiscal 
year 1975. 

Our hearings this year were held in 
17 separate sessions. We led off with the 
Defense Intelligence Agency for an up
date of Communist bloc force postures 
and their new developments in the tac
tical air power area. The transcript of 
this hearing is not printed, due to its level 
of security classification. To summarize 
the information given us in that hearing, 
the total tactical air force structure ot 
the Warsaw Pact or other Communist 
bloc countries has not changed signifi
cantly in size in the last year, but it is 
undergoing a vigorous equipment up-

grading and modernization effort. The 
Soviets are building their Mig-2l's in 
large quantities and are exporting man:Y 
to other Communist bloc countries. In 
addition, they are adding the new Mig-
23 swing-wing Flogger at a good produc
tion rate and the very new SU-19 Fencer, 
a large swing-wing airplane about the 
size of the F-14 or F-111, now is about 
ready for volume production. The So
viets are also proceeding with develop
ment flight testing of V /STOL airplanes 
to use on their new aircraft carriers. 

Another special hearing of the sub
committee examined the results of the 
recent Mideast war, with an emphasis on 
lessons learned from that conflict. We 
had testimony from the JCS military 
operational survey team about the tactics 
and equipment used and the relative 
losses. That hearing also was highly clas
sified and the transcript will not be pub
lished. I can say that most of the U.S. 
equipment worked well in that war. 

A third special hearing took testimony 
from four Air Force and Navy pilots who 
had shot down Mig's in Southeast Asia 
combat. These pilots stressed to us the 
need for continued emphasis on dogfight 
training in order to maintain combat 
skills even in peacetime. They all praised 
the current training schools, the Navy 
Topgun School and the Air Force Ag
gressor Squadron. These schools both op
erate airplanes that simulate the Mig 
series, and provide realistic simulations 
of enemy aircraft and tactics. The Tac 
Air Subcommittee and the Armed Serv
ices Committee continues to support 
these schools and believes they should 
be provided with the best threat-simulat
ing aircraft available and also with mod
ern air combat manuevering ranges for 
training purposes. 

Another point which these pilots 
stressed to us is the great advap.tage that 
friendly radar warning and command 
and control provides during combat in 
enemy airspace. Over North Vietnam 
there was a well-organized enemy radar 
warning and GCI network to vecto·r 
Migs into tail-on attacks on our fighters 
and attack airplanes. Our own warning 
facilities were limited. The Navy oper
ated a Red Crown cruiser in the Tonkin 
Gulf which tracked Migs which were not 
beyond the radar horizon, but this cover
age suffered the limitations of all 
ground-based systems in that it could not 
see over the curve of the earth o.r behind 
mountains or other terrain obstructions. 
The Air Force operated Disco, the old 
EC-121 radar warning airplanes, which 
do not have a lookdown capability below 
the horizon. Often Migs came in from 
low level, controlled by their own ground
based GCI but out of sight of Red Crown 
or Disco, and made surprise hit-and-run 
firing passes, getting their kill and then 
leaving the fight. These pilots were 
unanimous in stressing the need for a 
good warning capability such as will be 
provided by the AW ACS system. 

The remainder of our hearings were 
devoted to the program budget reviews 
with the services. We started off with 
each service with an update on their 5-
year force structure planning for tactical 
aid and air defense-as appropriate-
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and then followed with individual pro
gram reviews. We held these hearings be
tween March 11 and March 29, except for 
one additional special hearing on the 
Navy F-14X and VFX fighters, which we 
had on Thursday, May 2. 

FORCE STRUCTURING PROBLEM AREAS 

The services operate basic types of tac
tical aircraft to fulfill three combat func
tions and five combat support func
tions. The three types of combat aircraft 
are air-to-air fighters, all-weather deep 
strike interdiction bombers, and light at
tack close air support airplanes. The 
combat support functions that we look 
at in the Tac Air reviews include re
connaissance, electronic warfar~jam
ming-radar warning, tankers, and air
lift programs. 

To review in brief the most significant 
impressions regarding individual serv
ices' force structure capabilities and 
problems, first the Air Force 5-year plan
ning is based around the current level of 
22 wings, or 1,584 U.E. tactical combat 
aircraft. The present force mix consists 
of 14 wings of F-4's, 4 wings of F-lll's, 3 
wings of A-7D's, and a "notional" wing 
of F-105 Wild Weasels and 36 air defense 
fighters-F-4's-in Alaska and Iceland. 
This force is planned to change as the 
F-15's replace F-4's and as A-lO's replace 
A-7D's and F-4's in the next 5 years. 

The Air Force presently is in excel
lent condition from a quality standpoint 
with its three combat airplanes, the 
F-15 for air-to-air combat, the F-111 
all-weather interdiction airplane and 
the A-7D close air support airplane. 
Where the committee sees capability 
deficiencies-in a qualitative rather 
than quantitative sense-is in the areas 
of radar warning and control and in 
electronic warf are-ECM. The AW ACS 
airplane will resolve the former defi
ciency, and the EF-111 tactical jam
ming aircraft will take care of the lat
ter one when its development is com
pleted. The committee strongly sup
ports both programs. 

One point which should be noted is 
that the Air Force intends to reduce its 
close air support force of three wings of 
A-7D's down to two wings of close air 
support planes for an interim period of 
time as A-7D's are phased into the Air 
National Guard, and then the present 
plan calls for an increase to four wings 
of A-lO's. When queried as to why a 
change from three wings of close air 
support down to two and then up to four, 
no good answer was provided. Since the 
threat we face will not decrease in the 
near term, the committee believes that 
this decrease in close air support wings in 
the active force is not warranted and 
that a minimum of three wings of close 
air support airplanes should be main
tained in the active force. 

Another aspect brought out in the 
force structure review was the delay in 
modernization of the Air National Guard. 
This is caused primarily by the slow
down in F-15 procurement dictated by 
Defense Secretary Schlesinger and also 
somewhat by a slowed A-10 production 
plan. Since the Guard is modernized pri
marily by receiving aircraft retired from 
the active force, a slowdown in procure-
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ment of new aircraft for the active force 
is reflected directly as a slowdown in 
phasing aircraft from the active forces to 
the Guard-and Reserves. As a result, 
F-lOO's will be in the Guard in large 
numbers through fiscal year 1979. At that 
point they will be at least 22 years old. 
The primary planes used to modernize 
the Guard will be A-7D's and F-4's, under 
present planning. The F-4C model will 
begin to run out of service life in the 
early 1980's, so they will provide a short
term solution, unless their life is ex
tended. The committee continues to sup
port modernization of the Guard with 
modern combat-capable equipment. 

The Navy and Marine Corps force 
structure planning is based on providing 
a Navy air wing for each aircraft carrier 
and a Marine air wing for each of the 
three Marine divisions. The Navy com
bat aircraft force mix averages roughly 
40 percent :fighter aircraft and 60 per
cent attack aircraft, as a carrier typically 
has two 12-plane fighter squadrons and 
three 12-plane attack squadrons em
barked-two of A-7's and one of A-6's. 
The Navy's nearer term problem areas 
with tactical aircraft are with the com
bat support airplanes, and specifically 
with tactical carrier airlift and with the 
future reconnaissance force. The Navy 
has very few carrier-capable transports
COD airplanes-but is planning a new 
COD replacement program with R. & D. 
starting in fiscal year 1975 or fiscal year 
1976. Also they described a plan to phase 
out their RA-5C reconnaissance air
planes and replace them with a pod
mounted system carried on A-7E tactical 
light attack bombers. This appears to be 
a highly questionable concept and the 
committee is recommending deleting the 
R. & D. funds for this project. Another 
questionable Navy proposal is to build a 
dual mission electronic intelligence and 
anti-submarine warfare airplane, utiliz
ing the present S-3A ASW airplane. This 
would be a case of having two sets of 
crews, one for each mission, and letting 
them take turns in flying the airplanes. 
The committee recommends rejecting 
R. & D. funding on this proposal until 
the Navy decides on a dedicated elec
tronic intelligence airplane. 

The Marines face equipment problems 
with electronic warfare aircraft as their 
EA-6A's are becoming obsolescent, they 
desire a V /STOD Harrier follow-on, and 
they are faced with a fighter replacement 
problem toward the end of this decade 
unless new programming plans are de
veloped. The Marines hope to participate 
in the Navy EA-6B procurement to solve 
the electronic warfare deficiency, they 
are hoping for an AV-16 Advanced Har
rier development, and are looking to the 
proposed VFX fighter project to solve 
their fighter replacement problefn in the 
early 1980's. I will comment in detail on 
the VFX later in my statement. 

The Army has evolved an interim solu
tion to the shortfalls in its missile
equipped attack helicopter force caused 
by the demise of the Cheyenne project. 
Starting with this fiscal year, the Anny 
plans to buy additional TOW missile
equipped Cobra gunships to fill-in witil 
the Advance Attack Helicopter-AAH, 

now in R. & D., is ready for production in 
1980. Also the Army has shelved plans 
for immediate development of the Hell
fire laser guided missile for attack heli
copters and instead will stay with the 
TOW. 

In the air defense area, the Army plans 
to go forward with an all-weather re
placement for the Chaparral, with the 
foreign missile candidates-Roland, Ra
pier, and Crotal~being prime candi
dates. Testimony this year from Dr. Cur
rie and from Army witnesses stated posi
tively that this was an open competi
tion and was not limited only to the for
eign competitors in order to demonstrate 
cooperation in R. & D. with NATO. The 
committee will monitor this program 
closely in order to insure that the most 
cost-effective all-weather missile candi
date is the one procured. 

Also, the Anny indicated that it is 
likely they will start a program for a 
modern and capable AAA gun system for 
the field forces, which should fill a gap 
in their air defense mix when such a gun 
is bought. Antiaircraft guns have dem
onstrated their effectiveness in Southeast 
Asia and most recently in the Middle 
East war, and the Committee supports 
the Anny's renewed interest in this area. 

COMMI'ITEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The committee unanimously accepted 
the recommendations of the Tac Air Sub
committee, as listed in the four tables 
attached to my report. 

The first category listed includes six 
programs where there are excess funds 
in the fiscal year 1975 budget. None of 
these proposed budget reductions imply 
a revision to R. & D. or production sched
ules or to the scope of work, they merely 
identify funds not needed or deferrals of 
funding to fiscal year 1976. The total rec
ommended reductions in this list is $57 .9 
million. The list follows: 
CATEGORY I-PROGRAMS WITH EXCESS FUNDING 

IN 1975 

A-7E -$7.5 Funds were available left over 
from FY 1974 due to congressional cut and 
were used as long lead procurement for FY 
1975. 

AH-lJ -$5.4 Production schedule slipped 
and 6 FY 1975 aircraft will be built in FY 
1976 delivery period. Defer 6 to next year. 

Stinger -$1.5 FY 1974 R. & D. carryover 
available to fund FY 1975 program. 

AH-lQ +$4.5 R. & D. R&D transfer of $4.5 
million from procurement at Cobra/ TOW 
-$17.0 Army request. Net reduction of $12.5 
million in procurement because 15 of 21 AH
lQs deferred to FY 1976 funding, due to late 
delivery of aircraft. 

F-15 Gun -$7.5 GAU-7 gun R&D pro· 
gram was terminated, funds no longer 
needed. 

F-14/ Phoenix -$23.5 The sale of F-14s to 
Iran has reduced the price of the F-14 by 
$22.0 million and the price of Phoenix by $1.5 
million. 

The second category includes 13 pro
grams where we are recommending a 
change to or redirection of the program. 
There is a shortened synopsis of the rea
sons for the recommendation given in the 
table, and if additional explanation is de
sired, there is a complete description 
given in the main committee report. 
These 13 programs have a total recom
mended .reduction of $175.9 million. The 
list follows : 
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CATEGORY II-PROGRAMS WHERE PROGRAM RE

VISION' IS RECOMMENDED 

A-37 -$15.7 Air Force already has suffi
cient A-37s. Recommend not buying any 
more, and replace VNAF attrition out of Air 
Force Guard/ Reserve. 

A-4M -$58.1 Navy has funds for 24 in 
FY 1974 Supplemental. Recommend defer 
FY 1975 request for 24 more to FY 1976 to 
keep production line open. 

CLAW Missile -$3.1 Missile too small, 
With inadequate warhead for air-to-air com
bat. Terminate program. 

Chaparral R & D -$5.8 R & D on Target 
Acquisition Aid. Since Shorad wlll replace 
Chaparral in early 1980s, expensive improve
ment items not warranted. 

Harpoon -$7.7 Reduce first production 
lot of missiles from 150 to 100 to prevent too 
rapid early production. 

USAF RPVs -$11.0 Funds to start "in
terim" multi-mission RPV Multi-mission 
concept questionable. 

A-10 -$12.5 R & D, +$18.9 Procurement. 
Shifts 4 R & D funded aircraft to procure
ment. Also restrict funds to USAF close air 
support program, pending completion of fly
off. 

USAF Sidewinder Mods. -$8.1 Request 
was to modify 2000 "B" to "J" configuration. 
Only 590 "B" missiles available. 

Navy Recce/ TASES -$11.0 R & D funds 
to start development of recce pod and dual 
mission ASW /elint platform. Both programs 
are questionable from operational standpoint. 

Maverick -$30.3 Funds for long lead for 
5000 missiles in FY 1976. Recommend st retch 
out FY 1975 buy through FY 1976 to prevent 
excess inventory ~uild-up. 

USAF EW PODS. - $22.6 Funds for pro
curement of AL0-131 in FY 1975 recom
mended for approval. 

USAF EW PODS -$22.6 Funds to modify 
Marine OV-10 spotter airplanes t o night gun
ship configuration. Marines could use USAF 
AC-130E gunship, which is bein g phased out 
of inventory. 

Navy Point Defense R&D - $4.0 R&D re
quest for $9.5 million for Navy Shipboard 
small defense missile. Funds allowed only for 
feasibilit y demonstration . 

The third category includes two pro
grams where we believe additional fund
ing, not requested in the budget, is 
warranted. These are $23.1 million for 
production of the laser guided Bulldog 
missile for the Marines, and $220.5 mil
lion for production of 12 F-1 llF's for the 
Air Force, including $15.0 million in long 
lead for fiscal year 1976 production. The 
long lead funds were not added by the 
House, which only added $205.5 million 
for the fiscal year 1975 procurement. The 
list follows: 
CATEGORY III-PROGRAMS WHERE ADDITIONAL 

FUNDING IS RECOMMENDED 

Bulldog +$23 .1 Bulldog laser missile is 
developed and ready for production. OSD re
fuses Marine production request in favor of 
laser Maverick, which is not yet developed 
and is more expensive. Recommend 1 year in
terim buy of 1000 Bulldogs pending availabil
ity of laser Maverick 

F-11.lF + $220. 12 F- 111Fs for $205.5 mil
lion plus $15.0 million in long lead for FY 
1976. 

Finally, the fourth table lists the pro
grams for which we recommended ap
proval of the budget as requested. 

CATEGORY IV.-PROGRAMS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL 
AS REQUESTED 

Model Quantity 

Air Force aircraft: 
F-15 ____ ____ ______ ___ _ 72 
F-5E/F ___ ____ __ ______ _ 28 
Lightweight fighter/air 

combat fighter_ ___ ______ __ _____ _ 
E-3A AWACS_____ ______ 12 
F-4E Wild Weasel IL.__ (1) 
EF- 111 __ _____ - -- - -- --- __ - -·---- _ 
Reconnaissance ___ ___ ---- -- -- -- - --

Navy aircraft : 
A-SL_ ________ ________ 12 
EA-68__________ __ _____ 6 
E-2C __ ____ ___ ______ ___ 6 
V /STOL ____ -- -- - -- - - ---- - -------

Army aircraft: AAH _________ __ _____ _ 
Air Force missiles : 

Sparrow _______________ 300 
Shrike_________________ 300 
Pave Strike ____ --- __ ---- ---- ---- -

Navy missiles: 
Sparrow _______________ 300 
Sidewinder_ ____________ 800 Agile ___________________________ _ 
Walleye/ER DL ________ 175 
Condor__________ ______ 35 
Shrike__________ ______ _ . 900 
Harm _____________________ ______ _ 

~Tf;g~;dd ~~IE~-~~~==== ~~~ 
Standard missile" -- - - - ----------Aegis ___________________________ _ 
Vulcan-Phalanx __________ __ -- -- - - -
Standard active _________ 74 
Standard ARM __________ 62 

Army missiles: 
Hellfire _____ -- - - - --- - --- -- -- -- -- -
Improved Hawk________ 520 
Shorad (foreign missile) __________ _ 
AAA guns______________ (2) 

t Mod. 
2 Mods. 

Research 
and devel· 

opment 

$182. 6 
6. 1 

58. 7 
219. 7 

13. 6 
36. 7 

4. 2 

10. 4 
0 
0 

24. 9 
60.8 

Procure
ment 

$893. 4 
91.1 

0 
549. 8 

13. 9 
0 
0 

131. 7 
123. l 
118. 7 

0 
0 

1. 7 43. 5 
0 11. 3 

49. 6 - ---------

6. 0 56. 0 
. 5 16. 8 

20. 0 ----------
2. 5 6. 7 

10. 2 20. 0 
0 25. 9 

18. l 0 
0 30. 5 

34. l 33. 5 
32. 2 0 
67. 0 0 
32. 1 0 

1. 3 33. 6 
. 8 8. 3 

15. 3 
8. 5 

35. l 
6. 5 

0 
80. 8 
0 
4. 4 

My remarks to follow discuss some of 
the individual programs where there are 
recommendations made by the commit
tee for revisions or deletions. 

F-15 

The F-15 production schedule was re
vised late last year by Defense Secre
tary Schlesinger during the fiscal year 
1975 budget review process. Instead of 
having the F-15 production reach a 12 
per month rate in fiscal year 1975 and 
hold at that rate, he instead slowed 
the production buildup and extended 
the F-13 program in future years. In
stead of completing deliveries in October 
1980 as previously scheduled, the F-15 
line now is planned to be open through 
May 1982, requiring 18 months longer 
to build the programed 729 airplanes. 

There is a potentially serious problem 
with the fiscal year 1975 production plan 
for the 72 F-15's in the budget. The F-
15 production rate for the 62 airplanes 
ordered last year builds up to a 9 per 
month rate by June 1976. The 72 F-15's 
in this year's program then deliver at an 
average rate of 6 per month, a substan
tial reduction in the production rate. 
Hopefully, the letter of offer for F-15's 
which :Bas been tendered to Iran will be 
accepted, because that sale would sta
bilize production at nine per month until 
the Air Force procurement again reaches 
that rate. However, if the Iranians de
cide not to purchase F-15's at this time, 
it will mean substantial layoffs by the 
F-15 contractors, followed by rehires sev
eral years later. That kind of production 
planning does not make good sense 

financially and I believe that the De
fense Department should stabilize the 
F-15 production rate at nine per month 
even if the Iranians do not buy the plane. 
This could be accomplished in the fiscal 
year 1975 program by shortening the 
delivery time to 8 months, and then by 
following with 108 F-15's in fiscal year 
1976 versus the 90 presently planned. 
The committee's report on the bill re
flects this recommendation. 

AWACS 

AW ACS is a program for which the 
subcommittee approved the budget as 
requested. This program is controversial 
again this year, due primarily to GAO 
criticism' of the program plan. We re
viewed the program very thoroughly in 
our hearings and I want to take a few 
moments to explain why we think the 
Air Force's proposed program schedule js 
reasonable and should not be revised . 

The budget request is for a total of 
$769.5 million. $219.7 million in R. & D 
and $549.8 million for 12 producti~n 
airplanes. It is the third largest Air 
Force budget program, behind only the 
F-15 and the Minuteman in total dollar 
amount. 

It also is a program which will pro
vide modernization of a combat support 
area in which there is a significant lack 
of capability at this time. The present 
radar warning and command and control 
function is performed by the old EC-121 
radar airplanes, which have no capability 
to look down and pick out low flying 
targets. These EC-12l's can be sup
ported by KC-135 radio relay planes and 
C-130 command post airplanes, as they 
were in Southeast Asia, but that com
bined force still falls far short of the 
capability inherent in the AW ACS. 

The GAO reviewed the AW ACS pro
gram at the request of Senator EAGLETON 
and issued a report in March 1974. The 
report was not particularly precise as to 
what its recommendations were with re
gard to the program, and it contained 
many inferences that AWACS might not 
be a viable operational vehicle. The sub
committee called GAO witnesses to tes
tify on the program at the same time 
that the Air Force was in to present the 
fiscal year 1974 budget request. In that 
hearing the GAO witnesses backed off to 
a large degree from their inferred report 
position that AW ACS might not work in 
an operational scenario, and instead 
stated that their primary objection was 
to the fact that production would be au
thorized in December 1974 before the 
production configured radar had been 
flight tested. They felt this concurrency 
was unwarranted. The Air Force count
ered that the prototype radar which has 
been in flight test for 2 years was repre
sentative functionally of the production 
radar and that the flight testing in 1974 
of the systems integration demonstration 
airplane provides a thorough flight test 
of a single "thread" of the entire AWACS 
system components. These tests will re
move the technical risk from the pro
gram, and the production radar differs 
from the prototype primarily in that it 
is a repackaging of the electronic com-
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ponents, not a redesign of how the radar 
operates. 

The GAO also said that the AW ACS 
radar was potentially vulnerable to being 
jammed by the enemy. The Air Force 
countered that the GAO's technical con
sultant's calculations were erroneous 
about their radar system and neither the 
consultant or any of the GAO's review 
team ever visited the AW ACS program 
offi.ce before issuing their rePort on the 
A WACS project. 

In this situation of charges and coun
tercharges, the the committee believes 
that it would be best if the Secretary of 
Defense would apPoint a group of disin
terested radar and ECM technical ex
perts, ones with no parochial service in
terest in the outcome of their review, to 
examine the issue of whether the 
A WACS can or cannot easily be jammed 
by an enemy. An impartial review of the 
GAO and Air Force claims on this issue 
should help to clarify this question. The 
committee recognizes that if the GAO's 
contention that the AW ACS radar is 
easy to jam should prove to be correct, 
then much of the system's operational 
utility would be lost. 

The committee believes that the pres
ent radar warning and command and 
control capability of the Air Force is very 
deficient, and that the AW ACS will pro
vide a major enhancement to our mili
tary operations, particularly where sur
veillance and :flight operations into en
emy airspace is required. The committee 
does believe that a careful review of the 
AW ACS program should be made before 
a full production go-ahead is given by 
the Secretary of Defense this December, 
and the committee believes that the Sec
retary should provide a written certifica
tion to the Congress, before production 
starts, that the AW ACS is cost-effective 
and meets the mission needs and require
ments of the Defense Department. The 
normal DSARC review process now 
scheduled for December would be ex
pected to answer this type of question, 
but I believe that the requirement for a 
certification from the Secretary should 
serve to answer the critics of the AWACS 
program as to its operational utility, via
bility, and cost-effectiveness. Therefore, 
the committee has added this require
ment for certification in the authoriza
tion bill. 

ATTACK HELICOPTER PROGRAMS 

The Army and Marine Corps attack 
helicopter programs are proceeding well, 
in the committee's judgment. The Army's 
Cobra gunship, with the antitank TOW 
missile installed, definitely needs extra 
power, and the Army has a project un
derway to uprate the present Cobra en
gine from 1400 horsepower, and then to 
take the transmission components used 
in the Marine Corps AH-lJ Sea Cobra 
and install them in the Army Cobra. This 
is a relatively simple and easy aircraft 
modification and it will provide a great 
increase in the performance of the Army 
Cobra. 

The OSD had the Army study the pos
sibility of buying the Marine Corps twin 
engine Sea Cobra attack helicopter in-

stead of more of the single-engine ver
sion. The Sea Cobra does have a little 
more power than the uprated Army ver
sion, but the disadvantages to switching 
to a new model would be that a new logis
tics support system would have to be es
tablished in parallel to the one for the 
present Army Cobra. This disadvantage 
far outweighed the benefits of improved 
performance in the Marine helicopter, 
and the subcommittee agrees that the 
proper decision was made by the Army. 
The committee strongly supports the 
Army's power-improved Corba as being 
the best interim solution for its attack 
helicopter forces until the advanced 
attack helicopter is available. 

The Marines are uprating the perform
ance of their Sea Cobra by increasing 
the transmission's power rating. They 
are doing this by using transmission com
ponents from the Iranian model of the 
Huey troop lift helicopter, which will 
save the Marines a considerable research 
and development cost. This will give the 
improved Sea Cobra essentially a 2,000-
horsepower system, which should pro
vide the best performing helicopter gun
ship until the AAH is in production. 

As a final comment, the Army's AAH 
program manager reports that that pro
gram is proceeding within his cost and 
schedule milestones and first flights on 
both the Bell and Hughes prototypes are 
due by early next year. 
F-111 PRODUCTION TACTICAL STRIKE BOMBER 

No funds were requested for F-111 pro
curement again this year, and the com
mittee added $220.5 million to buy 12 
F-lllF's. This total includes $15 million 
specifically for long lead funds for a fiscal 
year 1976 buy of F-11 lF's. 

There are several points which I want 
to make regarding the F-111 program. 
First, the Air Force has a definite opera
tional requirement for the all-weather 
deep strike tactical bombing capability 
provided by the four wings of F-lll's 
currently in their tactical force. The F-
111 'shave proven their military worth in 
combat strikes during Linebacker II op
erations in Southeast Asia, as testimony 
showed last year before our subcommit
tee. The Air Force plans to retain four 
wings of F-lll's in the tactical force 
indefinitely, subject only to the avail
ability of airplanes to fill out this force. 

Now the Air Force also plans to take 
42 of the F-lllA's out of this combat 
strike force and modify them to an EF-
111 electronic countermeasure jamming 
configuration. No replacement airplanes 
will be available to make up for this loss 
to the tactical bombing wings unless 
more F-lll's are built. The Air Force 
has indicated that they will have to dis
band their F-111 combat crew training 
squadron if the 42 F-lllA's are not re
placed, and this would be a highly unde
sirable situation from a training and 
readiness standpoint. 

If F-lllF's were bought at a 12-per
year rate, then, at least until a replace
ment airplane was started in develop
ment, it would have the following bene
fits: First, there would be attrition re
placements as airplanes were lost in nor-

mal peacetime operations; second, there 
would be an ongoing production line in 
the event of future hostilities requiring a 
rapid increase in F-111 production; 
third, there would be replacement air
planes for the 42 EF-lll's; and fourth, 
there would be a gradual modernization 
of the F-111 inventory, as F-lllF's re
placed earlier versions in the force. 

For these reasons, the committee 
strongly urges the Defense Department 
to plan for continuing annual F-111 pro
duction. 

A-10 AND A-7D CLOSE AIR SUPPORT AIRPLANES 

The Air Force's budget request was for 
$93.9 million for R. & D., to support a 10-
plane R. & D. program, plus a total of 
$173.8 million for procurement funds to 
buy the first 26 production airplanes plus 
initial spares for the A-10. No funds were 
requested for A-7D procurement. 

The committee recommends $81.4 mil
lion for R. & D. for the A-10 in fiscal year 
1975, a reduction of $12.5 million and 4 
R. & D. airplanes. The reason for this 
reduction is the same as it was when we 
first recommended a 6 airplane R. & D. 
program a year ago, namely that 4 of the 
10 airplanes were to be used for oper
ational testing with production-con
figured airplanes and not for R. & D. • 
tasks. Therefore, we are recommending 
that the four operational test airplanes 
be bought with procurement funds. The 
committee also recommends that the 
R. & D. funds be authorized only for the 
A-10 program, and that they be avail
able only if the A-10 wins the flyoff 
against the A-7D. 

In the production account, the com
mittee recommends procurement funds 
of $192.7 million be authorized for 30 
A-10 airplanes, as a result of shifting four 
airplanes from R. & D. to procurement. 
The dollar increase is $18. 7 million, and 
the difference from the R. & D. reduction 
results because R. & D. airplanes are in
crementally funded-on a year-by-year 
expenditure basis--whereas production 
airplanes are fully funded. 

The committee's recommendation on 
providing production funds for the A-10 
airplane in fiscal year 1975 is made con
tingent on the A-10 winning the flyoff 
a.gainst the A-7D. The committee recom
mends that these $192.7 million in pro
duction funds be authorized for procure
ment of 30 A-lO's or of A-7D's, based on 
the results of the flyoff between the A-
10 and A-7D. I would note that approxi
mately 48 A-7D's could be bought for 
that amount, according to the Air Force. 

BACKGROUND ON THE FL YOFF 

The A-7D/ A-10 flyoff is being per
formed at the insistence of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. The recom
mendation for the flyoff dates back to 
the Special Subcommittee on Close Air 
Support, which held hearings in Octo
ber 1971 on close air support and all 
associated weapons programs. The hear
ings took testimony from . pilots with 
Southeast Asia combat experience, who 
stated they flew at high speeds, 450 
knots or greater to survive against in
tense ground fire. Pilots also lauded the 
highly accurate computer-aided bomb-
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ing system in the Navy A-7E-twin to 
the Air Force A-7D-which permitted 
accurate bombing while staying out of 
range of the small arms ground fire
higher than 3,500-4,000 feet. The testi
mony on the A-X program was that that 
airplane was designed to fly at relatively 
slow attack speeds, about 300 knots, and 
1t would fly in low for strafing attacks 
with its 30mm cannon. Also, it would 
not have the computer-aided bombing 
system. 

Since the A-X design capabilities went 
directly against the experiences of com
bat pilots, the Close Air Support Sub
committee recommended that the win
ning A-X prototype participate in an 
operational evaluation by combat-expe
rienced pilots to prove out the concept, 
and that that evaluation include a side
by-side flight comparison or flyoff with 
the existing close air support airplanes, 
the A-7D and A-4M. The Subcommit
tee's report was released in June 1972 
and the Armed Services Committee re
port on the fiscal year 1973 authorization 
bill, released in July 1972 also made this 
same recommendation. 

The A-X prototypes, the Northrop A-9 
and Fairchild A-10, had their own fly
off in late 1972 and the A-10 was se-

• lected. The Air Force ignored the com
mittee's flyoff recommendation and in
stead signed the engineering develop
ment contract for the A-10 in March 
1973. A cost-effectiveness study was used 
as justification for not performing the 
tlyofI. 

The Tac Air Subcommittee reviewed 
that study a year ago during the fiscal 
year 1974 authorization hearings and 
showed that it contained many highly 
questionable assumptions heavily biased 
to favor the A-10 over the A-7D. Testi
mony also was taken from the A-7D 
wing commander who was in Southeast 
Asia combat in 1972 and who said the 
A-7D had an excellent combat record, 
using its high speed and accurate bomb
ing system for survivability. As a result 
of all of the testimony in the hearings, 
the committee last year rejected a re
quest for long lead production funds for 
the A-10 in fiscal year 1974 and insisted 
that the flyoff between the A-7D and 
A-10 take place. 

This year the Tac Air Subcommittee 
examined carefully the combat opera
tions in the Mideast war. The Israelis' ex
perience showed that their A-4N Sky
hawk, with a computer-aided bombing 
system similar to the A-7D, was more 
survivable and more accurate than the 
earlier model Skyhawks. The A-4N could 
attack at higher speed and sustain that 
speed while maneuvering to avoid 
SAMs, while the earlier versions with less 
power were slower and lost speed rapidly 
in maneuvers The Israelis' recent com
bat lessons in a modern SAM/antiair
craft gun environment lends additional 
weight to earlier Navy and Air Force 
combat experience on close air support. 

The flyoff started on April 15, 1974, and 
flying was completed by May 9. The fly
off took place at Fort Riley, Kans., with 
both airplanes making close air support 
dive bombing and strafing runs against 
enemy tank columns on the ground. Vari
ous bomb loads and weather ceiling con-

ditions were simulated. No live ordnance 
was dropped in these tests, although ord
nance was used by the pilots while check
ing out in both airplanes. 

The final reports are due by June 15. 
Three reports will be written, a pilots' 
evaluation by the 4 TAC pilots plus sys
tems analysis reports by the Air Force 
and D.D.R. & E.'s WSEG. 

The committee has required that the 
Secretary of Defense inform the Con
gress, through the 4 authorizing and ap
propriating committees, of the winner of 
the flyoff 30 days before signing any pro
duction contract. This will provide time 
for congressional review of the results of 
the flyoff. 

Am FORCE TESTIMONY ON FL YOFF 

Air Force testimony on the A-10 pro
gram was to the effect that if the A-10 
wins the flyoff, it will be bought for close 
air support but, if the A-7D wins, the 
Air Force will "reevaluate the force struc
ture" with the implication being that 
they would not buy A-7D's even if they 
were the better close air support air
plane. I believe that if the Air Force has a 
valid need for a large number of A-lOs 
for its close air support mission, then 
that need would not disappear if the 
A-7D wins the flyoff. 

Accordingly, the committee has recom
mended restricting the procurement 
funds in the law to the Air Force close 
air support airplane program, either the 
A-10 or A-7D based on the results of 
the fly off. Whichever is shown to be the 
better close air support airplane in the 
flyoff is the one which should be pro
cured. 

FUTURE NAVY FIGHTERS: F-14 OR VFX 

In discussing this subject, I will quote 
from the report on the bill: 

A year a.go the committee reviewed the 
F-14 program in great detail because of the 
fixed price contract problems between the 
contractor, Grumman, and the Navy. Last 
year the committee approved in principle 
the production plan proposed by Deputy 
Defense Secretary Clements, which was to 
procure 50 F-14As per year in fiscal years 
1974 through 1977. This plan would result 
in a production program of 334 F-14As for 
the Navy and Marine Corps, and outfit 12 
Na\'.Y squadrons and 4 Marine Corps squad
rons with the plane. 

Also proposed la.st year was an R&D effort 
to build prototypes of a striped-down F-14 
and a carrier-suitable F-15 to be the candi
date fighters for the follow-on to the 334 F-
14As. The committee rejected this prototyp
ing proposal due to lots high cost and ques
tionable worth. The committee did recom
mend that the Navy examine the potential of 
a new and smaller fighter to be the succes
sor to the F-14. 

During the past 9 months, the Navy con
vened a special Fighter Study Group to ex
amine the potential of a "lightweight fighter" 
type airplane as well as other alternatives 
to the F-14A. This group, aided by design 
experts in the Navy and by aircraft industry 
studies, defined a "VFX" lightweight fighter 
with excellent combat potential. This air
plane would weigh about 30,000 pounds at 
takeoff, have about 30,000 pounds of engine 
thrust using any of 3 current engine can
didates, and would be armed with Sparrow 
and Sidewinder missiles and a gun. The 
Navy Fighter Study recommended soliciting 
the aircraft industry for detailed design eval
uations of such fighter as the next step In 
its development cycle, to be followed by re
quests for development proposals if these 

design evaluations confirmed the potential 
combat capab111ties of the VFX. A major 
point ma.de by the study group was that this 
VFX should be optimized as a fighter plane 
but would have an excellent ground attack 
capab111ty as well. Potentially, it could re
place both F-4s and A-7s on Navy attack 
carriers in the 1980s. 

The VFX was endorsed by the Navy's Air 
Systems Command and by the Marine Corps, 
but the ONO and Navy Secretary proposed to 
the Secretary of Defense an alternate plan 
to buy 240 F-14Xs, a slightly cheaper F-14 
without the Phoenix missile, in the late 1970s 
and early 19805. Deputy Secretary Clements 
rejected this plan and endorsed a start on a 
VFAX (as the VFX became known in order 
to emphasize its attack potential). Secretary 
Clements also pointed out that between 100 
and 200 additional F-14s should be planned 
for between 1978 and 1981, when a VFX first 
would be ready for production, in order to 
maintain the Navy and Marine fighter inven
tory levels. 

The committee believes that the Navy was 
entirely responsive to committee direction of 
a year ago In forming the Navy Fighter 
Study. The committee also ls impressed with 
the excellent quality of that study and with 
the potential which appears inherent in the 
VFX, defined by that group, to be a less ex
pensive but highly capable air superiority 
fighter for the 1980s for the Navy and 
Marines. The committee strongly recom
mends that the Navy proceed immediately 
With the next step in this program and solicit 
the aircraft industry for analyses of the VFX 
design, as defined by the Navy Fighter Study. 

The committee does not find it necessary 
at this time to accept or reject a plan for 
F-14A procurement in FY 1978 or beyond. 
The F-14 program will be reviewed each year 
based on the then current situation. The 
committee does believe that the VFX pro
gram should be started now so that an F-14 
complement or replacement will be available 
at the soonest possible time. 

I want to emphasize the point that un
less the VFX is started this year, there 
will be no alternative to buying addi
tional F-14's in the future, as there will 
be no other fighter in production for the 
Navy. The question of how many F-14's 
will have to be procured beyond the 334 
presently programed is an issue that will 
not have to be resolved by this commit
tee until we consider the fiscal year 1978 
budget request. In the meantime, I be
lieve it is imperative that we fully and 
strongly support the VFX project at this 
early phase of that program. 

One question which will be raised about 
the VFX is whether it will duplicate the 
Air Force air combat fighter. This is a 
very valid issue and one which can be 
resolved during fiscal year 1975, as both 
programs become better defined. The Air 
Force air combat fighter will evolve from 
the present YF-16 and YF-17 prototypes. 
Whether they can be "Navyized," or 
made carrier suitable, is a question which 
the Navy and industry design studies will 
have to answer during this next year. 

F-14 PROGRAM 

As a final subject, I will discuss the 
committee's recommendation on the 
F-14A program for fiscal year 1975 and 
also review a contractual problem re
lating to that program which ha.s sur
faced recently with great attendant pub
licity. 

The fiscal year 1975 budget request 
wa.s for 50 F-14A's for the Navy and 
Marines at a cost of $709.3 million, plus 
$11.8 million in the R. & D. account. The 

. 
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committee recommends approval of 50 
F-14's, but a reduction of $22 million in 
funding because the sale of 30 F-14s to 
Iran has reduced the cost to the Navy 
by that amount. The Navy's budget was 
based on buying 50 F-14's at a 4-per
month rate, while the Iranian program 
results in F-14's being built at a 6-per
month production rate and lowers the 
Navy's unit cost. Therefore, the com
mittee's recommendation is for a total of 
$687.3 million for procurement of the 
planes. 

The F-14 production program is pro
ceeding very well. At the end of May 
1974, F-14 production was on schedule 
and 75 airplanes had been delivered by 
Grumman. The first two operational 
squadrons are fully manned and will de
ploy to the Far East on the carrier Enter
prise this fall. The training squadron 
and two operational squadrons are flying 
the F-14's at a very high monthly utiliza
tion rate and without major or unusual 
problems, so the F-14 can truly be said 
to be in operational status now. 

FISCAL YEAR 1974 CONTRACT 

Last year, as Senators may recall, the 
committee recommended in July author
izing only $192.7 million toward the total 
request for $703 million for 50 F-14A's. 
This would have provided partial funds 
to continue the program only through 
December.1973. The committee took the 
position that, before the Congress ap
proved full funding, the Navy and Grum
man should resolve their differences over 
the contract price for F-14's in fiscal 
year 1974. Also, the committee directed 
that the Navy should settle the remain
ing contract issues in the old total pack
age F-14 contract which had been closed 
out by the Secretary of the Navy. The 
major unresolved issue there was the 
production schedule for the 134 F-14A's 
purchased under the old fixed price con
tract, the one which caused a $200 mil
lion loss to Grumman. 

Because of this position taken by the 
committee, the Navy and Grumman last 
August negotiated a fixed price contract 
for the 50 F-14's in the fiscal year 1974 
request. This contract price was lower 
than the Navy's budgeted estimate for 
the F-14, and the Congress was able to 
reduce the F-14 authorization by $10 mil
lion, from $703 million to $693 million. 
Because of the existence of this fixed 
price contract for 50 F-14A's, signed by 
both the Navy and Grumman, I spon
sored a floor amendment to the fiscal 
year 1974 authorization bill which re
stored full funding to the F-14 program 
for that year. This amendment was ac
cepted by the Senate, and the F-14 pro
gram received full appropriations in 
January of this year. 

The Defense Department and Navy 
witnesses next testified to our commit
tee on the F-14 program in connection 
with the normal fiscal year 1975 budget 
reviews. In that testimony, no mention 
was made of the fact that Grumman had 
refused to go ahead and fully execute 
the fiscal year 1974 contract in January 
of this year when the appropriations bill 
was signed. That contract contained 
several contingency clauses. One was 
that appropriations had to be provided 
for the 50 airplanes. Another was that 

the Navy would continue to guarantee 
availability of :financing. My informa
tion is that Grumman told the Navy 
they believed that the Byrd-Proxmire 
amendment to the fiscal year 1974 au
thorization .bill raised a legal question 
on the ability of the Navy to provide such 
a guarantee to continue advance pay
ments without prior congressional ap
proval. 

ADVANCE PAYMENTS 

This advance payments situation needs 
some review and clarification, although 
the Tac Air Subcommittee covered it in 
great detail last year during hearings 
on the F-14. Those hearings revealed 
that when Grumman exposed its poten
tial losses which eventually ran up to 
about $200 million, the banks had with
drawn their line of credit from Grum
man and refused to make any more oper
ating loans to the company. Since the 
Government normally only provides 
progress payments of 80 percent on air
plane contracts as planes are being built, 
the company must pay the remaining 20 
percent of its bills out of its own cash or 
by means of bank loans. As Grumman's 
losses mounted and the banks withdrew 
their credit, the company's working 
capital and ability to finance continuing 
operations was impaired. In this situa
tion the Navy was requested to provide 
"advance payments," which amounts to 
providing 100 percent progress payments 
on work already done on the airplanes, 
rather than the normal 80 percent. This 
situation is completely legal, but does 
require a special determination by the 
Secretary of the Navy that it is necessary 
and required to support the contractor in 
the interest of national defense. Such a 
determination had been made, and as 
the testimony showed last year, Grum
man was projected to require up to a 
maximum of $90 million in advance pay
ments. 

The Byrd-Proxmire amendment that 
was added to the bill last year requires 
that, on all future contracts subsequent 
to the enac·tment of last year's bill, con
gressional approval must be obtained be
fore advance payments in excess of $25 
million can be provided. This amendment 
was added to the fiscal year 197 4 au
thorization bill after the F-14 fixed price 
contract had been negotiated between 
Grumman and the Navy. Grumman ap
parently took the position that the spirit 
of the amendment was such that specific 
congressional approval probably would 
be required to continue the advanced 
payments program. Grumman refused to 
execute the contract to put it in force in 
January until the Navy could guarantee 
this assistance would be continued, and 
the Navy had Grumman proceed with 
long lead production items for the planes 
under an amendment to the prior con
tract--the usual practice-while this lat
est contract dispute was being resolved. 

Now I must point out that the Tac Air 
Subcommittee had testimony on the 
F-14A program on March 21 and not one 
word was mentioned by the Navy wit
nesses about the fact that the company 
had refused to go ahead with the fiscal 
year 1974 contract. I know of no instance 
when Navy or Defense Department offi
cials were over here to testify on the :fis-

cal year 1975 budget request where they 
informed any congressional committee 
of this situation. I would add that I am 
personally very disappointed that these 
facts were not brought out in testimony 
before the Congress, particularly after 
my efforts last year to support the F-14 
on the floor once the fixed price contract 
had been agreed to by the Navy and 
Grumman. 

DISCOVERY OF CONTRACT PROBLEM 

This situation was not discovered by 
the committee until a staff member no
ticed that the F-14 contract was still 
unsigned while he was reviewing a rou
tine Defense Department report on the 
status of contracts. After a short in
quiry into why this was so, I immediately 
sent a letter to Deputy Secretary Clem
ents requesting written information on 
this matter. The text of that letter fol
lows: 

MAY 29, 1974. 
Hon. WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, Jr., 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am writing you to 
request information on the status of the 
F- 14 program. As you will recall, this fixed 
price incentive contract was negotiated be
tween Grumman and the Navy in the Au
gust 1973 time period and was agreed to and 
signed by them last September. Based on hav
ing this fixed price contract in existence at 
that point in time, I offered an amendment 
on the floor of the Senate to the FY 1974 
authorization bUl, which restored full fund
ing to the F-14 procurement for that fiscal 
year. That amendment was accepted by the 
Senate and the F-14 program later received 
full appropriations. 

Now I am informed that that contract has 
not been executed to put it officially into 
effect, and that Grumman is proceeding with 
long lead effort on those 50 F-14's with con
tractual coverage under an amendment to 
the prior F-14 contract. It is my understand
ing that Grumman refused to accept this 
contract in January 1974 unless the govern
ment would provide a guarantee orf financing 
through additional advanced payments on 
the fiscal year 1974 contract, in addition to 
the advanced payments already outstanding 
on the prior F-14's as discussed in our hear
ings last year. 

The so-called "Byrd-Proxmire" amend
ment to the fiscal year 1974 authorization blll 
requires that the Congress be notified of all 
contracts where advance payments in excess 
of $25 million will be made. This would ap
pear to place a requirement on the Defense 
Department to notify us about the pending 
financial assistance to be provided to Grum
man. It is my information that this cur
rently is about $42 million, it will reach a 
maximum of about $125 m1llion by the mid
dle of 1975, and wlll decline thereafter. 

I also am informed that the Navy's most 
recent analysis of Grumman's likely per
formance on the fiscal year 1974 F-14A con
tract indicates that Grumman will come 
close to producing the planes at target cost 
and that it is highly unlikely that the com
pany will approach the celling price or sus
tain a loss on that contract. 

None of the ·foregoing information was pro
vided to the committee during hearings on 
the fiscal year 1975 authorization request, 
either by Navy or Defense Department wit
nesses. I believe that this situation regard
ing the fiscal year 197 4 con tract and the need 
for approval of continuing advanced pay
ments should have been brought to the at
tention of the committee as we considered 
the F-14A program for the upcoming fiscal 
year. Accordingly, I would like to be informed 
in writing of what the precise situation is 
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with respect to the status of the Grununan 
contract, the projections for advanced pay
ments, and when the Defense Department 
will be notifying the Congress of the require
ment for these advance payments. I would 
greatly appreciate receiving a reply before 
the committee takes the authorization blll 
to the Senate floor next week. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD W. CANNON, 

Chairman, Tacti.cal Air Power Sub
committee. 
SUMMARY OF CONTRACT STATUS 

In summary of this situation, my cur
rent information is as follows: 

First. The fiscal year 1974 contract still 
has not been fully executed. 

Second. Grumman still will require 
either advanced payments, up to $100 
million for the Navy F-14 program and 
$30 million from the Iranian F-14 pro
gram-the Iranian pro-rata share-or 
bank financing, one or the other. 

Third. The Navy projects that Grum
man will build the 50 F-14's in the fiscal 
year 1974 contract at about the target 
price and will make a profit, not a loss, 
on that contract. There is no overrun on 
the fiscal year 1974 program. 

Fourth. I was informed this morning 
in a meeting with the General Counsel 
of the Department of Defense, and 
others, that the Department will forward 
an official request for approval to con
tinue the advance payments to Grum
man on the fiscal year 1974 and fiscal 
year 1975 contracts. The total authority 
requested will be about $100 million of 
the U.S. Government's money. 

My recommendation to the Senate is 
that the fiscal year 1975 F-14 program 
be approved as proposed by the commit
tee. I can assure the Senate that the 
committee will review carefully the De
partment's request to continue the ad
vance payments, and probably we will 
hold hearings on this matter. But the 
program is going well technically and 
operationally, and I do not believe it 
should be held up because of this con
tracting situation. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
thank the committee members for the 
very fine help they gave the committee 
during the year in going through these 
detailed programs. I also want to thank 
the staff people for some very excellent 
staff work. 

The staff members who worked on the 
Tactical Airpower Subcommittee were 
·Charles Cromwell, George Foster, and 
Robert Old. I want personally to thank 
<each one of them for their fine assistance. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, as 
tbe ranking minority member of the Tac
tical Air Power Subcommittee of the 
.Armed Services Committee, I am pleased 
-to be able to speak in support of the 
.recommendations being made to the 
.Senate in this area. 

I do not intend to address all of the 
recommendations since my distinguished 
-colleague and subcommittee chairman, 
Senator CANNON, has covered that ex
tremely well. I would, however, like to 
make a few points relative to the work 
and recommendations of the committee 
1n the tactical airpower area. 

Our recommendations, for the most 
part, cover procurement, l;mt in a few 
areas research and development pro-

grams are involved. In that regard I 
feel fortunate in that I am also a member 
of the Research and Development Sub
committee and am able to follow many of 
these systems through the entire devel
opment and procurement process. 

Now, turning to the recommendations, 
I think it is important to point out that 
our efforts in this area covered some 45 
separate budget line items which in
cluded 8 for Army, 23 for Navy and 14 
for Air Force. By weapons system, our 
review was directed at 18 aircraft pro
grams and 27 missile and/or gun systems. 

Turning to the Air Force, there are 
four aircraft programs that I believe 
are especially worthy of comment. They 
are the F-15, with 72 recommended; the 
A-10, with 26 recommended; the E-3A 
AW ACS, with 12 recommended and the 
EF-lllA, for which $36.7 million is rec
ommended for continued research and 
development efforts. This last program 
is one to develop a tactical electronic 
jamming version of the F-lllA airplane. 

This will be the third year of procure
ment for the F-15 and I can report from 
having flown the aircraft that it is an 
absolutely superb aircraft. Hopefully, the 
unit price on this aircraft can be held 
fairly constant, so that we can complete 
the intended buy. This is an aircraft 
sorely needed by the Air Force to begin 
replacement of some of our rapidly aging 
F-4s, and I am only sorry we are not 
buying them at a faster rate. In the long 
run it would be much cheaper. 

The A-10 is a special case which I 
think warrants a comment. As those who 
follow this program know, the flyoff be
tween the A-10 and the A-7 that was 
directed by the committee has been com
pleted. On that point, I commend the 
Air Force for carrying out the direction 
of the committee. We will look forward to 
the report to see what the flyoff showed 
as regards the capabilities of the two 
aircraft. Since, as Senator CANNON has 
pointed out, the flyoff results are not 
available, we are recommending that the 
A-10 funds be approved subject to the 
final flyoff evaluation. 

Possibly one of the least understood 
aircraft requirements is the E-3A or 
AWACS. Actually, I am not sure the Air 
Force initially fully understood what the 
potential of this aircraft might be, espe
cially in tactical operations. However, if 
there was a benefit from the Vietnam 
war, it was what the Air Force learned 
about the need for command, control and 
communications in the air battle situa
tion. As those techniques were refined 
during actual combat operations the les
sons learned were incorporated into 
AW ACS. The end result will be a more 
efficient use of our limited tactical forces 
because of the availability of constant 
command and control. 

I might explain, Mr. President, that 
the AW ACS is merely a large aircraft, 
built by Boeing, containing a very large 
radar antenna, which will give the com
mander of the area intimate knowledge 
of what is taking place in all of the air
space within view of the radar. This, I 
think, is a great innovation. 

A great good-if we can say "good"
that came out of Vietnam was the reali
zation that we could use electronics to 

help us in command decisions. In fact, by 
the use of electronics on the ground, we 
could probably eliminate as much as two
thirds of the troop necessities for search 
and discovery. This can now be done more 
by electronics than by man. 

Turning to the Navy programs, the 
committee continues to ·support the F-
14A program, although I personally do 
not believe we can afford more than the 
planned 334. Consequently, I support the 
committee's recommendation to proceed 
with the VFX program, and I am hope
ful this research can lead to an aircraft 
that is both affordable and complemen
tary to the F-14, in addition to being 
a suitable replacement for the F-4. We 
are recommending the V/STOL R. & D. 
programs be approved. However, we rec
ommend that Navy turn the thrust aug
mented wing development program over 
to the NASA for flight testing and con
tinued development effort starting in 
fiscal year 1976. This is because the com
mittee is of the opinion that there is 
no near term potential for an operational 
fighter using this technology. 

Referring now to the Army programs, 
I am pleased to report that the advanced 
attack helicopter program is proceeding 
in a satisfactory manner. The first flights 
of the competing prototypes are sched
uled for about March of next year, with 
the winner to be selected in June or 
July of 1976. As an aside, I recently 
visited Fort Rucker, the Army's aviation 
center, and was shown the latest in heli
copter battlefield tactics. These tactics 
are designed to defeat the enemy as well 
as insure the survivability of the heli
copter, and I wish to report to my col
leagues that I was very impressed with 
what I saw. I am not saying that Army 
has devised a way to make helicopter 
invulnerable on the battlefield, because 
that can never be. But what they are 
working toward is a realistic and sen
sible tactic that allows the helicopter to 
use every possible terrain feature to 
mask its presence. Only the test of bat
tle will tell if they are right, but it seems 
to me they are taking the hard losses of 
Vietnam very seriously. 

Mr. President, in the interest of time, 
I will not go over the missile programs, 
since Senator CANNON has adequately 
done that. However, I would like to com
mend Senator CANNON for the splendid 
job he continues to do as the Tactical 
Air Power Subcommittee chairman. Con
gress is most fortunate to have a man of 
his background that gives him such a 
great understanding of all these pro
grams. I believe he has flown everything 
the services have, so he does not make 
his judgments based on some briefing. 
Rather he judges these matters based on 
personal experience and I commend him 
for that. 

Mr. President, it has been interesting 
to observe in the last few days the con
centrated attack being made on this au
thorization bill, and which will subse
quently be made on the appropriations 
bill, by those groups in this community 
who are organized to disarm America. 
This frightens me, because they some
times present the truth and sometimes 
half-truths. But I am suggesting that my 
colleagues listen to the words of the 
committee, because we have gone aver 
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these matters, we have lived with these 
matters, day after day after day, year 
after year. Many of us have spent most 
of our lives in this field and feel that 
we have some knowledge of it. 

It is interesting to note that the only 
time we hear from some of our colleagues 
about overruns is when it applies to the 
military. I think of the Metro system, 
which far exceeds in percentage the 
overruns of the military. I think of the 
Kennedy Center, which far exceeds any
thing the military has ever experienced 
in percentage overruns. I think of our 
welfare system, which has overrun itself 
every year we have had it. 

I might mention that the Judiciary 
Subcommittee of the House has overrun 
itself several times. But we hear nothing 
about that. It is only when we experience 
overruns in military purchasing and 
equipment, overruns caused mostly by 
inflation, inflation which has been 
caused mostly by the action of these Con
gresses, that we hear anything about it. 

I hope that during the debates that are 
going to take place in the coming days, 
perhaps weeks, on this matter, the judg
ment of the subcommittees and the full 
Committee on the Armed Services can 
prevail. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
support the recommendations for the 
tactical air forces as presented. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Arizona for his compli
mentary remarks about me. He, too, has 
great expertise in this field, has flown 
most of the aircraft, and has performed 
an invaluable service to the committee 
and to the Senate. 

I want to associate myself with the 
remarks of the Senator from Arizona 
concerning overruns. Much of the over
runs we have heard about rise, of course, 
principally from inflation-one of the 
major causes. But, in addition, it is due 
to a reorganizing of the program and in 
many instances a stretch-out of the pro
gram to lower production rates. Every 
time you stretch out a program, you have 
inflation continuing for a longer period 
of time and a higher cost, because of a 
lowering of the production rate. Every
one knows that if you go on a very high 
level production rate, you can decrease 
the costs. But if you are going to stretch 
out a program over a longer period of 
time, automatically the costs will go up. 
That should not be what is commonly 
called an overrun. It should be segre
gated, really, and compared actually to 
what would have been anticipated in 
that length of time as to a program cost. 

I thank the Senator for his very fine 
remarks. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceded to call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that during consideration 
of the pending measure, the military 

authorization bill, John Rouse, of my 
staff, be accorded floor privileges. 

The PRESIDNG OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the military procurement bill. 

Each year the Armed Services Com
mittees of the two Chambers are con
fronted by the same difficult dilemma: 
How to provide a strong, ready defense 
fully adequate for national security 
without unduly impacting on the econ
omy, adding to inflation, or taking re
sources away from other priority na
tional needs. Each year the space be
tween the rock and the hard place of de
fense planning grows smaller as we are 
obliged to spend more and more to get 
less and less. 

This year the Defense Department 
produced a record defense budget at a 
time of exceptionally serious economic 
problems. Nonetheless, I believe that the 
present bill as reported by the commit
tee reflects a very effective and searching 
effort to place our military manpower 
and procurement programs in a proper 
national perspective without weakening 
defense, and to see that our military ac
tivities are as efficient and economical as 
possible. Special credit must go to our 
distinguished chairman for steering this 
difficult bill through committee review 
so promptly and effectively and for his 
leadership in shaping the Defense De
partment proposals into a responsible 
and responsive program from which, as 
Secretary Schlesinger suggested his De
partment should do, the committee has 
beaten "the fat into swords." 

I would also like to express my ap
preciation to Senator THURMOND and 
other members of the minority on the 
committee who have done so much in 
attending meetings and contributing in 
so many meaningful ways to this end 
problem. 

I would like to speak in particular 
this afternoon about three amendments 
to the bill concerning NATO which I pro
posed and which were adopted unani
mously by the committee. I believe these 
amendments represent a hard-look ap
proach taken by the committee to see 
that the most effective use ·is made of 
our military resources. 

The amendments must be considered 
together as a package designed to build 
on the beginning made by the Congress 
last year in adopting the Jackson-Nunn 
amendment which required our allies to 
offset the balance-of-payments deficit 
from our NATO troop deployment. 

Together the amendments are intend
ed to add real force to the effort to put 
our NATO alliance and commitments on 
a new footing which adequately reflects 
the economic, political, and military 
realities of today and not of / a genera-

tion or decade past. They are intended 
to strengthen the Alliance, not to weaken 
it, I am convinced that if the Congress 
provides the necessary impetus, the U.S. 
NATO burden can be adjusted equitably, 
the combat effectiveness of our troops 
and those of our allies working with us 
can be markedly improved, and the risks 
of nuclear war in Europe can be sub
stantially dampened, leaving the Alli
ance and its defenses stronger and more 
enduring than at any time in the recent 
past. 

The first of the three NATO amend
ments deals with the U.S. troops in Eur
ope. It expresses the sense of Congress 
that the United States has an excessive 
number of headquarters and support per
sonnel in Europe relative to its combat 
strength. The amendment directs a 20-
percent reduction in the number of Army 
noncombat troops in Europe over the 
next 2 fiscal years with at least half 
of the reduction to be made in fiscal year 
1975. This represents a total cut of about 
23,000 troops. 

The amendment would allow new posi
tions to be added to the combat strength 
of the Army in Europe, up to the total 
number of noncombat slots cut. It directs 
all such transfers into combat units of 
battalion size or smaller to insure that 
these increments will be in real fighting 
strength. The amendment calls for 
greater effort to obtain increased logistic 
support by our allies. Finally, it requires 
the Secretary of Defense to report semi
annually to the Congress beginning Jan
uary 31, 1975, on progress in improving 
the combat-support ratio in Europe. 

The amendment reflects the widely 
held conviction even within our own serv
ices that the "teeth-to-tail" ratio of our 
European troops is bottom heavy with 
unneeded support and headquarters per
sonnel. Although the Defense Depart
ment claims a ratio of 62 to 38 .combat to 
support troops in our ground forces in 
Europe, thir figure includes many non
combat positions at division level in the 
combat total. The committee evaluation 
puts the figure closer to the reverse, with 
a ratio of 41 combat to 59 noncombat 
personnel when all of the various rami
fications are considered. 

During my visit to NATO Europe ear
lier this year at the request of the chair
man I came to the inescapable conclusion 
that substantial reductions in our expe
ditionary force support structure could be 
made, and that these reductions not only 
would not impair combat effectiveness 
but would actually improve our fighting 
capabilities. This conclusion holds 
whether or not one subscribes to the 
short or longer term war scenarios cur
rently under debate. 

A percentage cut of 20 percent was de
cided on as an appropriate total which 
would require a meaningful force re
structuring but without serious disloca
tions. The reduction· is imposed solely 
on the Army because its European con
tingent is the largest and the need for 
revision is most pressing there. It must 
be recognized that all the services have 
made strides in streamlining their Eu
ropean forces, but the effort clearly has 
not gone far or fast enough. The com
mittee report notes that all three services 
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are expected to continue reorganization 
and reduction of their support elements 
on a priority basis. 

A number of considerations dictated 
the decision to allow the Army to increase 
combat positions by a number up to the 
total of support positions cut. I do not 
want to initiate a debate now on the 
problems of unilateral U.S. force cuts, 
for I suspect we will hear ample debate 
on that subject when the bill is opened 
for amendments. But I would like to cite 
briefly the principal factors which I be
lieve led the committee to conclude that 
a unilateral reduction would not now be 
helpful: 

First, unilaterally reducing our con
ventional forces would seriously lower 
the nuclear threshold in Europe. When 
the United States had assured strategic 
nuclear superiority, our tactical nuclear 
force was an effective deterrent to a 
conventional Soviet attack. With strate
gic parity and expanded Soviet tactical 
nuclear capabilities, this is no longer 
true. Neither side can now afford the un
certain risks of initiating a nuclear con
flict except in extremis. Our tactical 
weapons remain essential to deter a So
viet tactical nuclear attack, but emphasis 
must be placed on a strong conventional 
capability to deter and def end against 
conventional attack. 

Mr. President, I am in no way suggest
ing that we do away with tactical nu
clear weapons, but I believe we should 
reduce the probability of having to use 
these weapons defensively at the very 
outset of any kind of attack. 

Second, the MBFR talks would be un
dermined. This is a joint undertaking 
with our allies which the United States 
would be justified in abrogating only un
der extreme circumstances. Substantial 
progress is said to have been made since 
the talks began late last year, and we 
are told that agreement at least on an 
initial reciprocal reduction of United 
States and U.S.S.R. troops is a distinct 
possibility, even possible this calendar 
year. I believe that mutual reductions 
even if limited and imperfect are worth 
waiting for a little longer. 

Third, in adopting the Jackson-Nunn 
amendment last year Congress made an 
implied undertaking to maintain our con
ventional support in NATO if our allies 
would assume their full share of the U.S. 
burden. Negotiations within the period 
contemplated by the amendment are still 
going on. We are told the outlook is fa
vorable. Whether our allies meet the re
quirements of the Jackson-Nunn amend
ment can only be decided once we have 
the final arrangements and figures be
fore us. For Congress to go back on its 
own arrangement without awaiting its 
results would as a minimum defeat the 
effort now underway to correct the bur
den sharing imbalance, which this same 
body just 8 months ago declared to be 
our primary concern. 

The second NATO amendment shares 
with the first as a major objective the 
goal of reducing the risk of nuclear war 
in Europe. The amendment prohibits any 
increase in the present number of our 
tactical nuclear warheads in Europe ex
cept in face of hostilities. It directs the 
Secretary of Defense to undertake a study 

of our tactical nuclear strategy in Europe, 
to consider specifically possibilities for 
reducing the numbers and kinds of war
heads we have in Europe, and to address 
development of a coordinated NATO nu
clear posture which is consistent with a 
proper emphasis on conventional forces. 
The amendment directs the Secretary to 
report the results of his effort to the two 
Armed Services Committees by April 1, 
1975, and to report semiannually to the 
two committees beginning September 1, 
1974, on the number, types, and purposes 
of these weapons remaining in Europe. 

As I reported to the committee in April, 
the nuclear threshold in Europe is dis
turbingly low. In view of nuclear parity 
we simply can no longer afford to risk 
any avoidable escalation to nuclear 
weapons. The 7 ,000 or so nuclear war
heads the United States now has in Eu
rope represent an accumulation of num
bers and types over time which bear no 
clear relation to current requirements. 
While the perceived weakness of our con
ventional forces presents the principal 
danger of nuclear escalation, the num
ber, diversity, dispersal and high alert 
status of our tactical nuclear force are 
themselves destabilizing factors. 

This amendment will see to it that our 
tactical nuclear policy and presence in 
Europe is fully reviewed and properly 
aired before Congress. If this process 
should lead to reductions in the num
ber, alert status or dispersal of these 
weapons, it will not only reduce the pos
sibility of inadvertent escalation to nu
clear combat, but also make real savings 
in funds and personnel passible. 

I might add at this point that we have 
a considerable number of personnel de
voted to the tactical nuclear machine 
in Europe. Anything that would reduce 
our tactical nuclear presence would 
mean we would also be able to corre
spandingly increase our conventional 
forces, without any additional resources, 
because of the shift in personnel. 

The final part of the committee's 
NATO package focuses on the need for 
greater commonality and standardiza
tion within NATO in weapons, equip
ment and support systems. The amend
ment calls on the Secretary of Defense 
to assess the costs and k>ss of combat ef
fectiveness resulting from the failures in 
NATO to standardize systems. It directs 
the Secretary to develop proposed stand
ard.ization actions that would improve 
effectiveness and economy and to work 
within NATO to see that standarization 
planning becomes an integral part of the 
NATO planning process. The Secretary 
is directed to report to the Congress 
semiannually beginning January 31, 1975, 
on his actions and on the results achiev
ed in NATO. 

It would be irrespansible for me to 
discount the progress that has already 
been made in standardization within 
NATO and unwise to minimize the dif
ficulties which stand in the way of com
mon action. But the continuing magni
tude of the problem calls for persistent 
efforts to improve the situation. 

It has been estimated recently that 50 
percent of the R. & D. funds spent an
nually by the members pf NATO is on du
plication. Horror stories abound, all too 

true, of aircraft that cannot rearm n.t 
neighboring fields, of ammunition that 
cannot fit allied guns, of ships that need 
their own oilers, and of prolif era.ti on of 
competing weapons systems. Our top 
military officer in NATO. General 
Goodpaster, has been quoted as saying 
that developing a high degree of com
patibility and standardization offers the 
greatest potential for immediate im
provement in NATO defense. Failure to 
standardize has multiplied NATO costs 
and undercut combat effectiveness. We 
can no longer afford the luxury of this 
waste and inefficiency which adds to 
both the cost and size of the conventional 
forces needed for NATO defense. 

I believe that the three committee 
amendments on NATO together with the 
Jackson-Nunn amenjment go far to
ward meetinc the principal objectives of 
those who call for a substantial re
ordering of the alliance and our partic
ipation in it. These goals include: 

Adjustment of the U.S. share of the 
NATO defense burden to equitable levels. 

Raising the NATO nuclear threshold 
so as to avoid unnecessary and unin
tended recourse to nuclear war; and 

Streamlining U.S. forces in NATO to 
improve the teeth-to-tail ratio and pro
vide more "bang per buck." 

Improving combat effectiveness of the 
alliance and reducing cost and man
pawer requirements for conventional 
defense. 

I share the deep sense of frustration 
that I know many of my colleagues feel 
at the institutional inertia and appar
ent resistance which have hindered U.S. 
efforts to rationalize the NATO relation
ship in recent years. And I deplore with 
them the state of affairs which seems 
to find the United States more concerned 
with the defense of our European allies 
than they are, and which finds them ask
ing and expecting more of us than they 
ask of themselves. 

But while I share these concerns I do 
not believe that they lead yet to any call 
for action to substantially and uni
laterally reduce the U.S. NATO pres
ence. Any such measure could not fail 
to undermine European defense, to 
jeopardize larger U.S. interests in Eu
rope, to imp~ril bilateral arms and troop 
reduction efforts, and to increase the risk 
that any European conflict would soon 
become nuclear. 

In short any such action would threat
en the stability and power balance in 
Europe which is NATO's great achie·ve
ment and the future viability of our 
fundamental policy of forward defense. 
I cannot believe that any of my col
leagues has cone! uded that a policy of 
forward defense in Europe is no longer 
essential to our own national security. 
The lesson of two world wars is far too 
recent to be forgotten. 

I am hopeful that any American with
drawal from Europe will be the result of 
MBFR. If this negotiated effort fails then 
it is essential that we enter into inten
sive discussions with our allies so that 
America's long-term commitment is 
agreed on on a well thought out and 
rational basis. 

Advocates of unilateral U.S. action 
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would try to extricate us from the prob
lems of NATO without really attempting 
to solve them. The committee amend
ments promote serious negotiation and 
off er the promise of real progress in 
meeting these problems head-on and di
rectly. This is the kind of approach 
which to my mind represents a con
structive and responsible exercise of con
gressional leadership in foreign policy 
and national security affairs. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, before 

the Senator yields the floor I want to 
commend him very highly on the sub
stance of his remarks, which are based 
on some highly valuable work that I 
think the Senator from Georgia has done 
on item·s already cranked into the bill. 
He has described them-I am talking 
about manpower in Western Europe-as 
at least being redistributed in such a 
way that it would strengthen our situa
tion there, in my opinion. I am strongly 
in favor of these amendments. 

The Senator has another amendment 
he may off er to the bill, as I understand 
it, and the Senator from Georgia might 
wish to take that up after the Senator 
from Texas has had a chance to have 
the floor; but I commend him highly for 
the work he has done on this bill and 
for the remarks he has just made. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chairman very 
much. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, one thing 
we must understand as we consider the 
military procurement bill is that the mil
itary establishment is a tool of diplo
macy. It is a vital instrument in the form
ulation and implementation of foreign 
policy. It is proper for Congress to exer
cise some influence over the formula
tion of foreign policy, but Congress it
self cannot formulate or implement for
eign policy. Congress is not competent to 
negotiate with foreign sovereignties. I 
think it would be irresponsible for us to 
try to amend this bill in such a way as 
to seriously impact against the flexibility 
of the administration in devising foreign 
Policy and trying to make that policy 
work. 

I hope then, this year-and I seem to 
be echoing some of the sentiments ex
pressed by my friends from Georgia and 
Mississippi-that there will not be at
tempts to try to mandate massive over
seas troop withdrawals. As we proceed 
from the premise that it is in our inter
est to maintain an American presence in 
Western Europe, then we must at once 
assume that that presence must be cred
ible, and that our leadership must be as 
effective as possible, based on the confi
dence of our allies in our own resolve. 

Therefore, unilateral withdrawal of 
American troops can have some serious 
and disquieting consequences. So I hope 
that the Senate will not engage in what 
I would have to call an act of irrespon
sibility in unilaterally mandating Ameri
can troop withdrawals. 

The result would be this: Other na
tions in Europe would lose confidence in 
the determination of the United States 
and perhaps feel that we are slipping 
into a neo-isolationism that would sug
gest to them, perhaps, that they had bet
ter make their own individual and uni-

lateral accommodations with the Soviet 
Union. 

Should we unilaterally significantly 
reduce the American presence in West
ern Europe, it would doom mutual bal
anced force reduction negotiations to 
absolute and abject failure and would 
not at all slow the pace of qualitative and 
quantitative improvement in the mili
tary forces of the Warsaw Pact coun
tries. 

Beyond that, it would jeopardize and 
place in hazard the safety and security 
of the remaining American troops that 
were left in Western Europe. 

If the Senate is going to try to estab
lish foreign policy, it should at least, if it 
is going to preempt the executive 
braP-ch of the Government, enunciate a 
complete and comprehensive foreign 
policy. We should not leave the remnants 
of American forces there in an untenable 
position. So I hope that the Senate will 
reflect carefully and intelligently on any 
proposal aimed at bringing about a uni
lateral American force reduction in 
Western Europe. I think that would be 
a disaster at the moment. 

I know that the eminent Secretary of 
State, Dr. Kissinger who, I think, has 
demonstrated that he is one of the most 
talented diplomats of all time-some 
people have sought to compliment him 
by linking his name with that of Talley
rand, Metternich, Nesselrode, and Cas
tereagh, but the fact is, if they could be 
a ware of all of this today, I am sure they 
would be flattered to be associated with 
Dr. Kissinger. 

Here is a superb diplomat, a man who 
sees the world as it is and who perceives 
his own country's role better than any 
other man, I think, alive. He warns us 
against reducing our presence in West
ern Europe, against reducing our 
strength, knowing that the only way 
detente can be successful, the only way 
the United States can serve as a catalyst 
in trying to bring about peace between 
and among the warring nations, is for 
the United States to maintain a position 
of unquestioned military strength at least 
at parity with that of the Soviet Union. 

So again I would implore my brethren 
to think carefully about any attempt, 
through this bill, to mandate any signifi
cant force reduction as part of the Amer
ican Position in Western Europe. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator for his observations. He has hit 
the nail on the head. I do not supPQse 
there is anyone in the Senate or anyone 
in the House, that I know of, who is ad
vocating total, 100 percent withdrawal of 
American troops from NATO. Most of 
the proposals are in terms of 100,000 or 
125,000 troops. The significant point the 
Senator from Texas alluded to, over
looked in most of the debate here since I 
came to the Senate, is: What happens to 
the troops who are left? 

There are those who adhere to the idea 
of the tripwire troop theory. The amend
ment I proposed in committee, and which 
is now, a part of the bill, addresses itself 
to that point. I, too, am frustrated that 
we do not have as strong a defense as we 
could have with our military resources. 

I should like to ask the Senator for his 
observations on the fact that if we were 

committed to the tripwire theory, would 
it not become inevitable that the pro
phecies would become self-fulfilling in 
that if we withdrew 100,000 men from 
Western Europe we would not have 
enough conventional forces in the alli
ance in the American presence but to do 
anything other than to go immediately 
to tactical nuclear weapons, in the event 
there was any kind of altercation? 

Mr. TOWER. I concur with the Senator 
from Georgia. He has made a strong 
point, which is that the forces now are 
not tripwire forces. Only this morning 
General Jones, who has been the Com
mander of the U.S. Air Force in Europe, 
said that it was qualitatively certainly as 
good as if not better than, in air power, 
the forces opposing us in the Warsaw 
Pact. So this is not simply a tripwire 
defense we have in Western Europe but 
it is a credible defense. If we tried to 
convince our field commanders in West
ern Germany that they are simply a trip
wire defense, they will take us in exten
sive debate. We do have a credible force 
in Western Europe now. 

It will endanger the United States. If 
we made a force not so credible and es
tablished a tripwire defense in which our 
allies would have little or no confidence, 
the western alliance in terms of the de
fense of Western Europe would begin to 
disintegrate. 

Mr. NUNN. I agree with your statement 
about General Jones' observations. I 
spent 2 days with him in Germany this 
past February. We not only toured the 
American Air Force bases but went to 
several different German bases. The Sen
ator from Georgia is convinced that not 
only do we have an equal tactical air 
force for Europe but we are superior in 
that regard, not only in terms of equip
ment but I think we are superior also
and perhaps more important-in terms 
of training of pilots. It is the readiness 
of our pilots and the German pilots in 
Europe which exceeds that of the War
saw Pact countries. Also, I believe that 
even though we have weaknesses on the 
ground-we admit those-and although 
we do not have the number of tanks that 
the Warsaw Pact has and do not have 
the number of defenses, the Air Force we 
have there is a great equalizing factor in 
terms of the overall conventional balance. 

While I would like to see the conven
tional balance improved with the re
sources we have, and while I have ad
vocated several amendments we have now 
adopted in the committee report, I think 
we would be doing ourselves a great dis
service in NATO and in the country to 
project in any way from the floor of the 
Senate that we do not have more than a 
tripwire, because we do have much more 
than a tripwire. 

I believe that one of the things we now 
have to struggle with, which perhaps is 
coming back to haunt us, after a period 
of going through this, is that it is just as 
dangerous to national security to over
emphasize the capability of the enemy 
and to underestimate our own capability 
as it is to go in the opposite direction. I 
think that for a good many years in 
NATO, because the United States has 
had a strategic nuclear preponderance of 
power, we have done exactly that. We 
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have fallen back on the so-called nu
clear crutch and have talked ourselves 
into a position, as an alliance and in this 
country, of almost conventional inferior
ity, which is more psychological than 
real. 

When you look at the number of air
planes, when you look at the number of 
men, when you look at the tactical nu
clear weapons, and when you look at 
other things, I think it is apparent that 
we really do have much more than a trip
wire there. 

I would like to see us improve our con
ventional forces to a great degree, so that 
the tactical nuclear policy can really be
come one of resorting to tactical nuclear 
weapons as soon as necessary but as late 
as possible. That is the goal of these 
amendments. I think the committee has 
taken the initiative in trying to deal with 
this question and trying to get us off the 
theory that we are in any way conven
tionally inferior in NATO. 

Mr. TOWER. I agree with the Sen
ator from Georgia that we have to con
tinue to improve our conventional power 
combat capability. 

I recall that it was the late John F. 
Kennedy who advocated that we have a 
balanced defense force. I do not use his 
precise words, but he noted, in effect, 
that his policy was that if we got into a 
position of a nuclear standoff, it would 
be more likely that if a war was fought, 
it would be fought on conventional terms. 
Therefore, the conventional deterrent 
was itself very important. 

The conventional deterrent must be 
credible, and I think its credibility would 
be subject to considerable question were 
we to make any kind of significant force 
reductions in Western Europe other than 
the kind that the Senator from Georgia 
has suggested we should make and can 
make and even improve our capability. 

Although there are those who do not 
advocate that we pull out altogether, if 
those advocates of part.ial withdrawal are 
successful, they may precipitate the very 
effect, over a long period of time, that 
could be precipitated in a short period 
of time should we withdraw altogether. 

Mr. NUNN. Those who advocate the 
tripwire theory now will be assuring by 
unilateral withdrawal, in effect, that that 
theory becomes a reality rather than a 
myth. 

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. NUNN. We will, in effect, be in a 

position of having to resort to tactical 
nuclear weapons almost immediately, if 
there is any kind of invasion, if America 
does withdraw unilaterally. 

On the other hand, I would like to 
take a moment to bring to the attention 
of the Senate the efforts of Secretary 
Schlesinger in this regard. Many of these 
efforts have gone unnoticed, except in 
military circles. For the last 2 years, he 
has devoted a considerable amount of his 
time toward, No. 1, improving our con
ventional forces in Europe, No. 2, toward 
making our allies realize that the nuclear 
crutch that has been relied upon by the 
alliance for so long has to be reexamined 
in light of strategic parity. No. 3-and I 
think this is just as important-I believe 
that Secretary Schlesinger has pointed 
out in recent months that we do need a 

comprehensive and total review of our 
tactical nuclear policy, with the view in 
mind, in effect, of making our conven
tional forces our first deterrent. 

I think Secretary Schlesinger is taking 
the initiative. Yet, with all the problems 
we have in the world and domestically 
today, much of this initiative has gone 
unnoticed. I personally know that he has 
made a deep impression on many people 
in the alliance. I had occasion recently 
to meet in this country with the German 
Defense Minister, Minister Leber. I had 
a long discussion with him on this sub
ject. I have talked with many German 
generals and American generals. I think 
that Secretary Schlesinger is having a 
definite impact. 

It is not an easy job. It is not easy to 
change a policy that has been evolving 
over a long period of time. But I do think 
that we should take note of what he has 
done and what he is doing; and we 
should be conscious, as we debate this 
bill this week, of the forces and changes 
that are taking place in NATO because of 
the initiative of Secretary Schlesinger 
and because of a change in attitude of 
many of our allies who I feel are slowly 
but surely realizing that conventional 
defense and conventional deterrent are 
not only possible but also absolutely 
necessar::v. 

Mr. TOWER. I might recall again the 
statement of General Jones, which was 
recited here by the distinguished Sen
ator from Georgia, that it is perhaps 
almost as dangerous to underestimate 
our own strength as it is to underestimate 
the enemy's--one from a political stand
point and the other from a military 
standpoint. 

I might note that there has been a 
sort of psychologically stultifying atti
tude that Western Europe is hostage to 
a bombing threat from the Pact coun
tries, when in fact, the Pact countries 
are just as much hostage to a bombing 
threat from the West, by virtue of what 
General Jones describes as our superior 
tactical air power. That is a point that 
should not be lost, and I think it is an 
important point to be made. 

I do not think we should engage in 
actions in the Senate that will send our 
allies scurrying off to make their inde
pendent accommodations with the Soviet 
Union. That would not be in the na
tional interest of the United States. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I did not 

hear all the remarks of the Senator from 
Texas, but I think he made some very 
timely points in the part I did hear. 

I walked into the Chamber just in 
time to hear him use my name, together 
with the Senator from Georgia, in ref
erence to the troops in Western Europe, 
and then he said something about the 
irresponsibility of the Senate. I do not 
think he intended to include me in that 
irresponsibility. not as to troops in 
Western Europe, anyway. 

Mr. TOWER. I did not say that the 
Senate was irresponsible. I said that I 
hoped that we would be responsible. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
I am glad that this subject came up 

on the first day of the debate of this bill. 
I want to point out that I am a very 
strong believer in the NATO concept. 
I was in the Senate when it originated. 
Since I have been chairman of this com
mittee, I have become more and more 
wedded to it. It has been a great success, 
as a whole. 

However, I am convinced from the evi
dence that some shifting around and 
tightening up of our forces over there 
is in order and would strengthen all we 
have been doing. 

I think the Senator from Georgia has 
made a fine suggestion that we put in 
the bill. 

I believe that in General Jones-whose 
nomination as the new Chief of Staff of 
the Air Force our committee recom
mended confirming this morning-they 
have a mighty good chief. General Jones 
has been over there in Europe for some 
time now, in command of our Air Force 
power. I believe that in his new position 
he will be in a position to continue-and 
I publicly requested him to do so-to give 
special attention to the matter of the 
use of our military power in Western 
Europe. I believe that he will do that 
and will continue to be effective in such 
modifications as may seem necessary to 
strengthen our forces there. We will have 
a good, red hot, free swinging debate on 
this matter while this bill is pending on 
the floor of the Senate and I think it 
will be a wholesome thing to have, 
frankly. We have men who are directly 
in touch with the situation over there 
and know more about it than we have 
had the other times when this matter 
has been before us. I think it will 
strengthen our position as a whole to go 
through this debate. I think when all the 
facts are in a great majority of the Sen
ate will sustain the idea of our staying 
there. 

Again, I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Mississippi and I join 
him in expressing that hope. 

I might further say that I think that 
the kind of constructive provisions that 
were offered by the Senator from Georgia 
to the bill have a positive effect. I would 
hope we would not consider legislation 
that would take a meat-ax approach and 
have a deleterious effect in terms of com
bat capability and the qualitative and 
quantitative posture of the American 
forces in Western Europe. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator has stated it well; not a 
meat-ax approach but a constructive 
approach is what we need. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CURTIS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
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ing clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (H.R. 14449) to pro
vide for the mobilization of community 
development and assistance services and 
to establish a Community Action Admin
istration in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to administer 
such programs, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 1752. An act prescribing the objectives 
and functions of the National Commission 
on Productivity and Work Quality; 

H.R. 11223. An act to authorize amend
ment of contracts relating to the exchange of 
certain vessels for conversion and operation 
in unsubsidized service between the West 
Coast of the United States and the Territory 
of Guam; and 

H.R.12925. An act to amend the Act to 
authorize appropriations for the fiscal year 
1974 for certain maritime programs of the 
Department of Commerce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore subse
quently signed the enrolled bills. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 14449) to provide for 

the mobilization of community develop
ment and assistance services and to es
tablish a Community Action Administra
tion in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to administer 
such programs was read twice by its title 
and referred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. I ask unanimous consent 
that during the consideration of S. 3000, 
Mr. Ed Kenney and Mr. Robert Old, of 
the staff of the Committee on Armed 
Services, be accorded the privilege of the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. I ask that the Chair 
recognize the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1975 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill <S. 3000) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1975 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and 
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and 
to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re
serve component of the Armed Forces 
and of civilian personnel of the Depart
ment of Defense, and to authorize the 
military training student loans, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1368 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 1368 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment (No. 1368) 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
a new section as follows: 

SEc. . Section 102 of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended (50 U.S.C. 403), is 
amended as follows: 

( 1) Subsection ( d) is amended by insert
ing "foreign" immediately before "intelli
gence" the first time the latter term appears 
in such subsection. 

(2) Clauses (1) and (2) of subsection (d) 
are amended by inserting "foreign" immedi
ately before "intelligence" each time the lat
ter term appears in such clauses. 

(3) Clause (3) of subsection (d) is amend
ed by inserting "foreign" immediately be
fore "intelligence" the first time the latter 
term appears in such clause. 

(4) Clause (4) of subsection (d) is amend
ed by inserting "relating to foreign intelli
gence activities" immediately after "of com
mon concern". 

(5) Clause (5) of subsection (d) is amend
ed to read as follows: 

" ( 5) to perform such other functions and 
duties related to foreign intelligence affect
ing the national security as may be specifi
cally directed from time to time by the 
Council and reported to the Congress in such 
manner and in accordance with such pro
cedures as the Congress may establish to in
sure effective legislative oversight with due 
recognition of essential security require
ments." 

(6) Add at the end of such section a new 
subsection as follows: 

"(g) (1) Nothing in this or any other Act 
shall be construed as authorizing the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency to-

"(A) carry out, directly or indirectly, with
in the United States, either on its own or in 
cooperation or conjunction with any other 
department, agency, organization, or indi
vidual any police or police-type operation or 
activity, any law enforcement operation or 
activity, or any internal security operation or 
activity; 

"(B) provide assistance of any kind, di
rectly or indirectly, to any other department 
or agency of the Federal Government, to any 
department or agency of any State or local 
government, or to any officer or employee of 
any such department or agency engaged in 
police or police-type operations or activities, 
law enforcement operations or activities, or 
internal security operations or activities 

within the United States unless such assist
ance is provided with the prior, specific writ
ten approval of the CIA Oversight Sub
committees of the Committees on Appropria
tions and the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and the House of Repre
sen ta ti ves; or 

"(C) participate, directly or indirectly, in 
any illegal activity within the United States. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
amendment before us addresses the 
question of illegal domestic operations 
conducted by the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

Let me make it quite clear that this 
amendment will not prohibit the CIA 
from any obligation legally authorized 
under the 1947 National Security Act or 
the 1949 CIA Act. It is not an anti-CIA 
amendment. 

What it does do is to provide a strong 
safeguard against the unauthorized ex
ploitation of the CIA for illegal purposes 
by political, military, or any other vested 
interests not consonant with the will of 
the U.S. Government or the laws of the 
land. 

I have great respect for the CIA. They 
have provided some of the most re
putable analysis of foreign events in the 
history of the country. Indeed, the CIA 
Director appeared before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee a few weeks ago and 
did a superb job analyzing the Russian 
and Chinese economies and the kind of 
burden which their military efforts have 
placed upon the countries. 

The CIA is unburdened by the biases 
of producing weapon systems. They owe 
no allegiances to conflicting and bureau
cratic goals. They can be and usually are 
the single most influential independent 
voice when it comes to foreign intelli
gence in Washington. 

And the need for clear, timely intel
ligence is extraordinarily important as 
we all know. 

THE DANGER OF E.XPLOITATION 

With great power and influence comes 
the potential of exploitation. I am not 
talking about a "Seven Days in May'' 
operation which is quite unrealistic. But 
I do refer to the even more real possibil
ity of using this enormous apparatus for 
unscrupulous or illegal ends here at 
home. 

Looking at the Watergate crisis I am 
continually struck by the similarity of 
the techniques and methods developed 
for collecting intelligence overseas and 
conducting what has come to be known 
as "dirty tricks" and the same techniques 
used here at home. In a speech last June 
4 I spoke of the possible "spillover ef
ects" of foreign intelligence methods be
ing used here at home. 

In the intervening 12 months that has 
come true with a terrifying impact. The 
techniques we developed for use abroad 
in "dirty tricks" have been used here at 
home in our own political process. The 
intelligence agencies have been com
promised by political forces They have 
been used for domestic illegal purposes. 

There can be no denying that we are 
now living in a world where the unthink
able, the once impossible has become real. 

According to the National Security Act 
of 1947-Public Law 80-253-the CIA 



17344 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 3, 1974 

shall have no police, subpena, law en
forcement powers, or internal security 
functions. That is a direct quote. No po
lice, subpena, law enforcement powers, 
or internal security functions. 

On the face of it that seems quite clear. 
Stay out of domestic police-type activi
ties. 

POLICE TRAINING 
This law notwithstanding, during a 

2-year period between 1972 and 1973, 
about 50 police officers from a total of 
at least a dozen cities and county police 
forces have received direct training from 
the CIA. U.S. policemen received briefings 
and assistance from the CIA. 

The CIA instructed these policemen 
in clandestine photography, surveillance 
of individuals and detection and identi
fication of metal and explosive devices. 

When confronted with the evidence 
the CIA admitted that this had occurred 
and justified it under the provisions of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, title 42, United 
States Code section 3701, wherein it is 
stated that it was the declared policy of 
Congress "to assist State and local gov
ernments in strengthening law enforce
ment at every level" and that it was the 
purpose of the law to--

Encourage research and development di
rected toward the improvement of law en
forcement and the development of new meth
ods for the prevention and reduction of 
crime and the detection and apprehension of 
criminals. 

By using this loophole in the law the 
CIA engaged in this domestic police-type 
activity. 

The General Accounting Office found 
that the CIA activities did not seem to 
be in violation of the law given the pro
visions of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act and the authority 
under the Intergovernmental Coopera
tion Act of 1968 and if the request were 
made by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. In the case with the po
lice training, the CIA did not follow these 
stipulations and . did not operate under 
the LEAA. Therefore, it would seem to 
me that the CIA operated improperly in 
these cases. 

The GAO further stated that aside 
from these later laws, they had found no 
authority for the CIA to perform such 
training. 

Mr. President, this is just one exam
ple of how even a fiat prohi.biti~n in con
gressionally mandated leg1slat1on could 
be corrupted and superseded by some 
technical loophole in a subsequent law. 

This is an extremely dangerous prece
dent. 

If the CIA can justify its training of 
police officers how long will it be before 
the CIA or some political force finds 
other technical interpretations of sub
sequent law to justify the CIA becoming 
even more deeply involved in domestic 
operations. Where would it stop? Who 
would control it? What extraordinary or 
illegal powers could be brought to bear? 

It is a constantly disturbing and 
alarming thought. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the General Accounting Office 

letter to the CIA on this matter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the GAO 
letter was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., May 30, 1973. 
Hon. JAMES R. ScHLESINGER, 
Direct01', Central Intelligence Agency. 

DEAR MR. ScHLESINGER: The Honorable Ed
ward I. Koch, of the House of Representa
tives had referred to us for a ruling copies 
of correspondence with your office and cer
tain material which appeared in the Congres
sional Record, vol. 118, pit. 3, pp. 2570-71 and 
:vol. 119, pt. 5, pp. 6313-14, which was 
prompted by an article in the New York 
Times for December 17, 1972, which stated 
that fourteen New York policemen had re
ceived training from the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) in September. 

Because of an informal contact from your 
office we suggested that a statement be sent 
from your office as to exactly what was done 
and the specific statutory authority relied 
upon therefor. As a result, we received a let
ter dated March 16, 1973, from your Deputy 
General Counsel which enclosed ( 1) an ex
tract of the Congressional Record for March 
5, 1973, supra, that contained Congressman 
Chet Holifield's discussion and report of the 
inquiry into the matter by the House Com
mittee on Government Operations at the re
quest of Congressman Koch, together with 
related correspondence and ( 2) a copy of 
Congressman Koch's letter of December 28, 
1972, to the CIA and a copy of the response 
of January 29, 1973, signed by your Legisla
tive Counsel. It was stated that it would 
appear that all the information needed was 
contained in those enclosures. We were also 
assured that the CIA does not run a formal 
institution for training of police officers in 
the manner of the FBI Academy located at 
"Fort Belvoir." (The FBI Academy is located 
at Quantico, Virginia.) 

It is noted thaJt the Congressional Record, 
vol. 119, pt. 5, p. 6314 also includes re
lated remarks of Congressman Lucian N. 
Nedzi, Chairman of the Special Subcom
mittee on Intelligence, House Committee on 
Armed Services, as to the activity of that 
Subcommittee in the matter, in which he 
emphasizes that the basic jurisdiction in CIA 
matters remains with the Armed Services 
Committee and that the Subcommittee has 
been diligent in fulfilling its responsibilities. 
He also stated that he shared the view "that 
the CIA should refrain from domestic law en
forcement activities and that some of the 
activities described by our colleague Mr. 
Koch, and the agency itself could have been 
performed much more appropriately by other 
agencies." 

It appears from the material referred to 
abov·e that within the last two years less than 
fifty police officers from a total of about a 
dozen city and county police forces have re
ceived some kind of CIA briefing. 

As to the New York police it appears that 
with the assistance of the Ford Foundation 
an analysis and evaluation unit was devel
oped within the Intelligence Division of t!le 
New York City police department. At the 
suggestion of a Ford Foundation representa
tive it sought assistance from the CIA as to 
the best system for analyzing intelligence. 
Although the CIA's techniques and proce
dures involve only foreign intelligence they 
were considered basic and applicable to the 
needs of the New York police. A 4-day brief
ing was arranged at which a ground of New 
York City police was briefed on the theory 
and technique of analyzing and evaluating 
foreign intelligence data, the role of the an
alyst, and the handling and processing of 
foreign intelligence information. 

The briefing was given by a CIA training 
staff, based upon material used in training 
the CIA analysts and without any significant 
added expense. Specific guidance was no1' 
given as to how the New York City police sys
tem should be set up but the CIA presented 
its basic approach. 

CIA assistance to local law enforcement 
agencies has been of two types. In the first 
type of assistance one or two officers received 
an hour or two of briefing on demonstration 
of techniques. Police officers from six local 
or State jurisdictions came to CIA head
quarters for this type of assistance. In the 
second type of assistance, the briefing lasted 
for 2 or 3 days. Instruction was given in such 
techniques as record handling, clandestine 
photography, surveillance of individuals, and 
detection and identification of metal and ex
plosive devices. Nine metropolitan or county' 
jurisdictions sent officers for this type of in
struction. Assistance given was at no cost to 
the recipients and has been accomplished by 
making available, insofar as their other du
ties permit, qualified CIA experts and in
structors. Cost to the CIA has been minimal. 

It is stated that all briefings have been 
conducted in response to the requests of the 
various recipients. It is also stated that th~ 
CIA intends to continue to respond to such 
requests within its competence and author
ity to the extent possible without interfering 
with its primary mission. 

No provision of that part of National Se
curity Act of 1947, as amended, 50 U.S.C. 
403, et seq., which established the Central 
Intelligence Agency has been cited as au
thority for the activities undertaken and our 
examination of that law fails to disclose any
thing which reasonably could be construed 
as authorizing such activities. However, in 
his letter of January 29, 1973, to Congress
man Koch, your Legislative Counsel stated 
that these activities were entirely consistent 
with the ·provisions of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 42 
U.S.C. 3701, et seq. He noted that in 42 U.S.C. 
3701 it was the declared policy of the Con
gress "to assist State and local governments 
in strengthening law enforcement at every 
level" and that it was the purpose of that 
law to "encourage research and development 
directed toward the improvement of law 
enforcement and the development of new 
methods for the prevention and reduction of 
crime and the detection and apprehension of 
criminals," 42 U.S.C. 3721. He also noted that 
in the same law at 42 U.S.C. 3756 Congress 
authorized the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration to use available services, 
equipment, personnel, and facilities of the 
Department of Justice and of "other civilian 
and military agencies and instrumentalities" 
of the Federal Government to carry out its 
function. It should also be noted that the 
section authorizes such use on a reimburs
able basis. 

There is nothing in the Omnibus Crime 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 which authorizes 
a Federal agency of its own volition to pro
vide services which it is not otherwise au
thorized to provide. As previously stated there 
is nothing in the legislation establishing the 
CIA which would authorize the activities in 
question. Neither does it appear that those 
services, equipment, personnel, and facili
ties utilized were utilized by the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration or even 
at its request. As stated by Congressman 
Holifl.eld in his letter of February 23, 1973, to 
you and quoted in the Congressional Record 
for March 5, 1973: 

Since the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration is the agency primarily con
cerned with such matters, particularly where 
Federal assistance funds are involved, it 
would seem that the need for Federal agency 
assistance to local law enforcement agencies 
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should be coordinated by that Administra
tion. 

In that same letter of February 23, 1973, 
Congressman Holifield invited attention to 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 
1968, Pub. L. 90- 577, 82 Stat. 1102, approved 
October 16, 1968, 42 U.S.C. 4201 , et seq., as 
implemented by Budget Circular No. A-97 
of August 29, 1969. Among the purposes of 
title III of that act, as stated in section 301 
thereof, is to authorize all departments and 
agencies of the executive branch of the Fed
eral Government-which do not otherwise 
have such authority-to provide reimburs
able specialized or technical services to 
State and local governments. Section 302 of 
the act states that such services shall include 
only those which the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget through rules 
and regulations determines Federal depart
ments and agencies have a special compe
tence to provide. Budget Circular No. A-97 
covers specific services which may be pro
vided under the act and also provides that if 
a Federal agency receives a request for spe
cialized or technical services which are not 
specifically covered and which it believes is 
consistent with the act and which it has 
a special competence to provide, it should 
forward such request to the Bureau of the 
Budget (now Office of Management and 
Budget) for action. The same procedure is 
to be followed if there is doubt as to whether 
the service requested is included within the 
.services specifically covered. Section 304 re
quires an annual summary report by the 
agency head to the respective Committees on 
Government Operations of the Senate and 
House of Representatives on the scope of the 
services provided under title III of the act. 
Possibly future requests for briefings from 
State or local police agencies could be con
sidered under the provisions of that act and 
the implementing budget circular. 

In the letter of January 29, 1973, to Con
gressman Koch from your Legislative Coun
sel it is also stated that the activities in ques
tion were not considered to violate the letter 
or spirit of the provisions of the National 
Security Act of 1947 which states that "the 
Agency shall have no poUce, subpoena, law 
enforcement powers, or internal-security 
functions." See 50 U.S.C. 403(d) (3). We do 
not regard the activities as set out above as 
being in violation of these provisions, but 
as previously indicated, we have found no 
authority for those activities by your agency, 
unless provided on a reimbursable basis in 
accordance with the Intergovernmental Co
operation Act of 1968, or at the request of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration under the provisions of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
which was not the case here. · 

Copies of this letter are being sent to the 
Members of Congress referred to above. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER B. STAATS, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

WATERGATE INVESTIGATION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

training of police is not an isolated ex
ample of unauthorized or illegal activi
ties being conducted by the CIA in the 
United States. 

An investigation by the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees into 
the role of the CIA in the Watergate in
cident has shown a number of misuses 
of CIA authority or resources. 

The CIA gave Howard Hunt, a for
mer CIA employee, alias identification 
gear, disguises, and other technical 
materials for purposes having nothing to 
do with the CIA mission. 

We all know what purpose these were 
put to. Howard Hunt used them to con-

tact an individual who was peddling 
material on the Kennedy family and in 
the unlawful break into the office of Dr. 
Fielding in the search for the psychia
tric records of Daniel Ellsberg. 

They were also used in connection 
with the Mrs. Dita Beard and the ITT 
affair. They were used during the actual 
Watergate break-in attempt. 

It was found that the White House 
had demanded domestic psychiatric pro
files on Daniel Ellsberg in 1971 contrary 
to the National Security Act and CIA 
practice. 

Furthermore, Messrs. Halderman, 
Ehrlichman, and Dean attempted to de
flect the FBI investigation of the Water
gate break-in by evoking nonexistent 
conflicts with the CIA. 

I emphasize that these are not my con
clusions. These are the conclusions of 
the House Armed Services Committee 
ably led by Congressman LUCIEN NEDZI, 
chairman of the Intelligence Subcom
mittee and Chairman EDWARD HEBERT of 
the full committee. · 

The committee charged that the CIA 
had become "unwitting dupes for pure
ly domestic White House staff en
deavors." 

This conclusion was reached after 12 
weeks of inquiry. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con
sent that conclusions of the study pe 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN F. EDWARD 
HEBERT 

I believe that the American public should 
join with me in commending Congressman 
Lucien N. Nedzi (D.-Mich.), Chairman of the 
Intelligence Subcommittee of the House 
Armed Services Committee which conducted 
a thorough and indepth investigation of the 
CIA in connection with the Watergate-Ells
berg matters. 

Congressman Nedzi, as Chairman, had a 
free and open hand during the entire course 
of. the inquiry and with the assistance of his 
Counsel, William H. Hogan, Jr., and the mem
bers of the subcommittee, has brought forth 
what I believe to be a most important docu
ment. 

Congressman Nedzi conducted the investi
gation in the tradition of the House Armed 
Services Committee inquiries, devoid of flam
boyance and fanfare. Every individual who 
had any significant connection with the 
problem was before the subcommittee under 
oath and the subcommittee began and fin
ished its inquiry without leaks or disclosures 
and without prejudice either for or against 
any person who appeared before the subcom
mittee. 

As Chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee, I want to publicly commend 
Congressman Nedzi and the other members 
of the subcommittee, William G. Bray (R.
Ind.), Leslie C. Arends (R.-Ill.), Melvin Price 
(D.-Ill.), 0. C. Fisher (D.-Tex.) and Bob Wil
son (R.-Callf.), together with Counsel Wil
liam Hogan, for their objectivity during the 
hearings and the sound conclusions express
ed in the subcommittee report. 

PANEL TABS CIA DUPES FOR WHITE HOUSE 
STAFF IN WATERGATE-ELLSBERG REPORT 
The CIA had become "unwitting dupes for 

purely domestic White House Staff endeav-
ors," in connection with the Watergate and 
Ellsberg matters, House Armed Services Sub
committee charged in an investigative report 
issued today. 

The Special Subcommittee on Intelligence, 
chaired by Representative Lucien N. Nedzi 
(D.-Mich.), issued a 23-page report that 
capped 12 weeks of inquiry into allegations 
concerning CIA involvement in Watergate 
and the Ellsburg case. 

Among the Subcommittee's major findings: 
Alias identification gear, disguises and 

other technical materials were provided im
properly to E. Howard Hunt by the CIA for 
purposes not in keeping with the CIA's 
mission. 

Although the CIA was not aware of those 
purpos~s. it was insufficiently cautious in 
providing the material. 

The material was used in a disguised inter
view by Hunt to contact an individual who 
was peddling material on the Kennedy 
family. 

The material was also .improperly used in 
the unlawful break-in into Dr. Fielding's 
office in connection with the Ellsberg psy.: 
chiatric records; in connection with Mrs. 
Dita Beard and the ITT affair; and, finally, 
at the abortive break-in at the Watergate 
complex. 

The White House demands for domestic
psychiatric profiles on Daniel Ellsberg in 1971 
was an a.bus~ of CIA facilities. 

Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean at
tempted to deflect the FBI investigation o! 
the Watergate break-in by envoking non
existing conflicts with CIA operations. 

John Dean made amazingly overt attempts 
to involve the CIA in Watergate. 

In dealing with the CIA White House aides 
avoided former Director Helms and focused 
their attention on Generals Cushman and 
Walters for compliance with orders. 

Haldeman and Ehrlichman were sources of 
enormous executive authority in the White 
House. 

The subcommittee recommended legisla
tion to: 

a. Prohibit the Director of Central In
telligence from performing actions not in
cluded in the National Security Act with
out the expressed authorization of the 
President. 

b. Tighten the wording of the National 
Security Act with regard to the protection 
of intelligence sources and methods by the 
CIA Director. 

c. Prohibit transactions between former 
CIA employees in the Agency beyond routine 
administrative matters. 

"In testimony we developed," Mr. Nedzi 
stated, "it became clear that the White House 
counsel, Mr. John Dean, made what can be 
characterized as almost unbelievable at
tempts to involve the CIA in Watergate as a 
brazen cover for those actually involved. 

"There is little doubt that Haldeman and 
Ehrlichman were running much of the execu
tive branch of the government in domestic 
matters during the period covered by this re
port and there is no doubt that the CIA 
leadership considered them to be speaking 
with finality for the President." 

Chairman Nedzi continued, "even though 
any danger to Mexican-CIA sources was just 
not in the cards, White House aides sought 
to impede the FBI investigation into the 
Mexican money-laundering ca.per as another 
obvious attempt at coverup. For example, 
Dean contacted Acting FBI Director L. Pat
rick Gray several times following Watergate 
in overt at·te.mpts to stifie the FBI investiga
tion into the Mexican money-laundering op
eration." 

Chairman Nedzi tabbed as "puzzling and 
contradictory" the testimony regarding the 
July 6, 1972 telephone conversation between 
the President and L. Patrick Gray, Acting 
Director of the FBI. While the President in 
his public statement on May 22, 1973 indi
cated that he called Gray to congratulate 
him on the successful conclusion of the hi
jacking incident, it would appear from the 
record that the Gray call to the President at 
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San Clemente was returned because Gray ex
pressed concern over apparent White House 
stat! attempts to impede the FBI's role in 
the Watergate investigation. 

Joining Chairman Nedzi in the unanimous 
approval of the report were subcommittee 
members F. Edward Hebert (D.-La.), W1lliam 
G. Bray (R.-Ind.), Leslie C. Arends (R.-Ill.), 
Melvin Price (D.-Ill.), 0. C. Fisher (D.-Tex.) 
and Bob Wilson (R.-Ca.). 

Chairman Nedzi indicated that his sub
committee is currently committed to con
duct hearings at the earliest possible d,ate on 
the subcommittee's legislaitive propo~als and 
other suggested changes in the overall role 
and operation of the CIA. 

Mr. PROXMIRE.. Mr. President, what 
else has the CIA done domestically? The 
CIA disseminates its foreign intelligence 
rePorts to the several agencies concerned 
with the matters covered in those re
ports such as. the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, the Armed Serv
ices the Customs Service, the Secret 
Ser~ice, and others on a routine basis. 
As I will explain shortly, this type of 
routine flow of data will be permitted 
under this amendment. 

In addition to this, however, the CIA 
provides training to Drug Enforcement 
Administration personnel in inter
agency procedures and intelligence co
ordination practices in overseas mis
sions. They also give the Secret Service 
training in defensive driving and in ex
plosives and demolition devices related 
to terrorist activities. Member& of the 
U.S. Intelligence Board are given coun
teraudio surveillance measure train
ing by the CIA. 

The CIA maintains a number of per
manent facilities and operations on U.S. 
soil. Of course, the headquarters is lo
cated in Virginia and necessary support 
functions such as recruitment, training, 
and security checks are carried out. 

American citizens are interviewed on 
a voluntary basis for their knowledge of 
foreign intelligence which they will 
share with their Government. 

Operations are conducted to collect 
foreign intelligence from foreigners 
temporarily resident in the United 
States. 

Mechanisms, relationships, and facili
ties are required within the United 
States to support foreign intelligence 
operations abroad. Some of this entails 
dummy corporations and front organi
zations. 

And :finally, analysis and research on 
foreign intelligence matters by CIA 
staff, contractors, consultants, and vari
ous institutions is conducted routinely. 

EXPLANATION OF THE AMENDMENT 

The amendment I am offering today 
would amend the National Security Act 
of 1947. 

First, wherever the word "intel
ligence" appears in that act, the word 
"foreign" would be placed immediately 
in front of it. 

This will help clarify that the CIA only 
has authority to operate under these pro
visions when it applies to foreign intel
ligence. It would eliminate any tempta
tion to broaden or reinterpret these sec
tions to allow domestic activities not re
lated to foreign intelligence collection. 

It is interesting to note that the Di-

rector of Central Intelligence supports 
this revision in the law and, in fact, sug
gested it himself. 

! repeat, the Director of Central Intel
ligence supports this revision in the law 
and, in fact, he suggested it himself. 

Second, the ambiguous and dangerous 
clause 5 of subsection (d) of the 1947 
act would be modified to read-

It shall be the duty of the CIA under the 
direction of the National Security Council 
to perform such other functions and duties 
related to foreign intelligence affecting the 
national security as may be specifically di
rected from time to time by the Council 
and reported to the Congress in such man
ner and in accordance with such procedures 
as the Congress may establish to insure ef
fective legislative oversight with due recog
nition of essential security requirements. 

Clause 5 of subsection (d) is the most 
important section in the 1947. a-c:t. . 

Why? Because it gives unllmited lati.
tude to the National Security Council 
and the CIA to extend and expand upon 
the 1947 act. This is the clause that often 
has been called the origin of the "Secret 
Charter" of the CIA. From this clause 
flows the National Security Council In
telligence Directives <NSCID's) that 
spell out the functions an~ missions of 
the various intelligence units. . 

Senators will notice that nowhere m 
the 1947 act is the CIA given authority 
to operate covertly overseas. Nowhere 
in the language is this spelled out. Th~re 
is nothing about "dirty tricks," nothing 
about overthrowing governments or sab
otage. It all flows from the clause 5 of 
subsection d. 

My amendment does n~t address these 
overseas activities. My bill S. 1935 goes 
to the heart of that matter, and I ~ope 
that the committee will hold h~armgs 
soon so that the bill can be considered. 
That is not what is before us today. 

In the meantime, however, and reco~
nizing the almost insolvable probl~ms ~n 
defining necessary overseas opera~1ons m 
contrast to the type of operation we 
should not be engaged in, such as over
throwing governments, I have off.ered 
this amendment which deals exclusively 
with domestic affairs. 

Under my amendment, cl~use 5 i~ ex
panded and tightened. I give credit to 
the language of this modificati?n. to. th~ 
distinguished Senator from Mississi?pi, 
the chairman o·f the Armed Services 
Committee (Mr. STENNIS). 

Third, an entirely new sect~o~ is add
ed to the 1947 act, which expllc1tly spells 
out a prohibition .against the . <?IA b~
coming involved in domestic af!a1r~. This 
new subsection says that nothmg m the 
1947 act or any other act would ~llo:V 
the CIA to carry out, directly or md1-
rectly within the United States, whether 
on its 'own or in cooperation with anyone 
else, any police-type activity or internal 
security functions. 

It would also prohibit providing assist
ance to any organization or person en
gaged in police-type activities or internal 
security functions. 

And last, it prohibits the CIA fro!11 par
ticipstting directly or indirectly m any 
illegal activity within the United States. 

A few words of explanation are nee-
essary. 

First, what about the normal com
munications between the CIA and other 
agencies of Government? Would that 
be prohibited? The answer is "No." 'J'.he 
amendment provides for that by statmg 
that the only exceptions granted mus~ be 
made in writing by the four oversight 
subcommittees of Congress. . 

I would then urge that these exceptions 
be made public by those comm.it~ees: I 
realize that some will say that this is giv
ing too much authority to these small 
committees. But I have great faith that 
if these committees alone can authorize 
exceptions to the rule, they will. invoke 
their authority with great restraint and 
wariness. After all, if some program 
backfires, then these committees will also 
stand responsible. At the present time, 
no one stands responsible. 

It might be asked why must the CIA 
be prohibted from any illegal activities 
within the United States? The answer is 
history. Existing law is no restraint to the 
CIA. Laws already have been violated in 
the Watergate case. Laws have bee~ bent 
in the police-training case. And it can 
easily be seen that the CIA has great re
sources for operating covertly here at 
home and without our knowledge. There
! ore, the CIA must be told directly that 
at no time in the future, and under no 
conditions, can they break U.~. l~w. 
either by self-direction or at the direction 
of any other party, including the Presi
dent and Congress. 

Mr. President, I think this amendm~nt 
should be placed in the right perspective. 
It is offered in order to protect the. C?IA 
from abuses coming fro~ the political 
system. It is intended to isolate. and ~e
inf orce the Agency in its ~xcl~1on mis
sion of colecting foreign mtelllgez.ice. 

It is a guarantee that the CIA will re
main aloof from those law .enforcement 
and internal security funct10ns that re
main the prerogative of the F_'BI and 
domestic law enforcement agencies .. 

There is no more important heritage 
to protect than our system of law. yvhe~ 
the law is corrupted, we must ~ve it 
teeth. When it is overlooked .or circum
vented, we must enforce it with author
.ity. Where it is vague, we must make 
it explicit. . 

To do less is to risk our heritage. A 
vote for this amendment will be a long 
step in the right direction. 

Mr. President, I had an opportunity.to 
discuss this amendment ~i~h .th~ dis
tinguished Senator from Miss1s~ippi <M:. 
STENNIS), the manager of the bill; and it 
is my understanding that he approve:> of 
much of this amendment .. In fact, i~ I 
modify the amendment, which I am will
ing to do, I understand that he is ~illing 
to accept the amendment as modified. 

So I send a modification to the desk, 
and I ask unanimous con~ent tha~ tl~e 
amendment may be modified as md1-
cated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has a right to modify his amend
ment. It will be so modified. 

The modification will be stated. 
The modification was read, as follows: 
(A) carry out, directly or indirectly, 

within the United States, either on its own 
or in cooperation or conjunction with any 
other department, agency, organization, or 
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individual any police or police-type opera· 
tion or activity, any law enforcement opera· 
tion or activity, or any internal security op· 
eration or activity: Provided, however, That 
nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
prohibit the Central InteUigence Agency 
conducting personnel investigations of 
from (1) protecting its installations, (2) 
Agency employees and applicants or employ
ees of contractors and others requiring 
access to sensitive Agency information in 
carrying out Agency responsib111ties, or (3) 
providing information resulting fil'om for
eign intelligence activities to other appro
priate departments and agencies. 

(B) participate, directly or indirectly, in 
any illegal activity within the United States. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the Senator from Wisconsin, 
and just for the purpose of quick review, 
I hold in my hand his amendment No. 
1368 to the bill now under consideration, 
s. 3000. 

As I Understand, he has modified his 
amendment so that it will continue to 
include all that is presently in the orig
inal printed copy on page 1 and on page 
2 and on page 3, through line 6. Then he 
adds the words "Provided, however," 
after the word "activity," and strikes 
out the remainder of page 3, down 
through line 19, and renumbers the last 
paragraph (B), instead of (C), and he 
includes lines 20 and 21. 

Have I correctly outlined the modified 
amendment? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator has, in
deed. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first I 
congratulate the Senator for his interest 
in this subject. He and I have discussed 
this problem from time to time. It arose 
last year, when the activities within the 
domestic field came to my attention. 

I came to the Senate soon after the 
original CIA act was passed, and there 
was nothing clearer around here, nor 
anything that sounded louder, than the 
fact that the CIA act was passed for the 
purpose of foreign intelligence. I was 
really shocked and disappointed and con
siderably aroused when I learned of some 
of the facts last summer; and even 
though I was not on Capitol Hill, I made 
some effort to get a bill started that 
would cover some of these matters. 

We have in this amendment, as the 
Senator from Wisconsin has pointed out, 
complete coverage of the matter of do
mestic intelligence being excluded. 
Mainly, the Senator has inserted the 
word "foreign" before the word "intelli
gence," which closes a loophole and 
makes clear that we are talking about 
foreign intelligence only. 

I should like to make a further point: 
The matter of police training, as I un
derstand it, came in through the inter
pretation of a different law, not the 
original CIA Act. This amendment, as 
modified now by the Senator from Wis
consin, prohibits that police activity, and . 
I think correctly so. 

We have had a good deal of discus
sion of this matter, and I have discussed 
it with the Senator from Texas, who was 
acting for the minority at that time. I 
have also discussed it with the Senator 
from South Carolina, who is the ranking 
minority member of the committee, and 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. NUNN). 

I speak for myself, first. I support the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin. He has stricken from it language I 
could not agree to. I think every Senator 
can speak for himself but I do think it 
would be a valuable amendment. I think 
it would be helpful to the CIA. I have 
discussed the matter with Mr. Colby, es
pecially about closing this loophole and 
putting the word "foreign" before intel
ligence in the amendment, and it is suit
able to him. 

If the amendment is accepted by the 
Senate, and I hope it wm be, we will make 
a conscientious effort to have it carried 
through. I think that the committee as 
a whole would have supported the 
amendment as now modified. 

With that thought behind it, I am 
glad to agree to the amendment so far 
as I personally am concerned. I would 
like to hear from the Senator from South 
Carolina and also the Senator from 
Texas, with whom I have dealt in con
nection with this matter. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as I 
understand the amendment as now 
modified, it is about the same amend
ment as the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services had 
introduced and which is now before the 
Committee on Armed Services. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct 
on these points in focus here and in
cluded in this amendment. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. Since that is the 
case, I do not think there is any objec
tion in committee that I am aware of. I 
think the committee as a whole favors 
the amendment and if the Senator from 
Mississippi wishes to accept it here 
rather than to wait until later, it is en
tirely agreeable with us. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am interested in get
ting results. I believe this is the way to 
get results. It is timely and it is relevant 
to the bill, in that our committee is the 
committee that handles legislation of 
this kind. I think we have taken a step 
forward in a field where this legislation 
is needed and we should accept the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROX
MIRE), as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1370 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 1370. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The amendment was read as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

a new section as follows: 
SEC. -. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, no enlisted member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States may be 
assigned to duty or otherwise detailed to duty 
as an enlisted aide, public quarters steward, 
airman aide, cook specialist, or food service 
technician on the personal staff of any officer 
of the Army, Navy, Ma.rine Corps, Air Force, 
or Coast Gue.rd (when operating as a service 
of the Navy). 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield to the acting majority 
leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished Senator for yielding. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be a time limitation on 
this amendment of 1 hour, the time to 
be equally divided between Mr. STENNIS 
and Mr. PROXMIRE, with a time limitation 
on any amendment to the amendment of 
30 minutes, and in accordance with the 
usual form. 

Mr. STENNIS. Equally divided. 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Yes. In ac

cordance with the usual form. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous consent re
quest? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am getting questions and have been 
for the last hour from Senators on both 
sides as to whether or not there will be 
any rollcall votes this afternoon. May I 
ask the distinguished Senator if it is his 
intention to ask for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Yes, I intend to have 
a rollcall vote. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Very well. 
Both cloakrooms may notify Senators ac· 
cordingly. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
amendment I propose today will correct 
a longstanding abuse in the U.S. Military 
Establishment. It will bring to an end a 
highly questionable practice with over
tones of racial prejudice and involuntary 
servitude~ 

It will restore traditional American 
moral and ethical standards. In short, it 
will eliminate completely the military 
servant program. 

What is the military servant program? 
It is the systematic and widespread 

practice of providing enlisted men for 
personal and professional use by high 
ranking generals and admirals. 

The enlisted men are called enlisted 
aides. They are attached to another hu
man being as a personal servant. They 
are not provided to a command, a unit 
or a group of o:fHcers. They are allotted by 
the Secretary of Defense to individual 
officers who live in quarters provided free 
by the taxpayers. These are called public 
quarters. 

There are 675 such men, enlisted men, 
serving as servants at the present time. 
They are in the service of 450 high-rank
ing officers. 

ARE THEY SERVANTS? 

I have called these men servants. But 
are they? Maybe they are professional 
military men providing a necessary mili
tary function? 

The best way to judge is by what they 
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do. According to an extensive investiga
tion by the General Accounting Office, 
these men prepare food in the officer's 
home, serve the meals, clean the house, 
perform the gardening, provide mainte
nance, bartend for both official and un
official parties, do the grocery shopping, 
run errands, chauffeur the officer and 
family about, maintain uniforms, wash 
automobiles, and act as the butler. 

Joint Chief of Staff have 5 servants each. 
Five men personally assigned to them to 
care for their every need. Five hwnan 
beings receiving wages on the average of 
between $7,000 and $8,000 a year. This 
means that each Member of the Joint 
Chiefs has the personal use of about 
$40,000 worth of manpower for his per
sonal convenience. 

most of the brass are, so that is where 
many of the servants are. 

The remainder are scattered a.round 
the United States and throughout the 
world. 

Does any of this sound familiar? Of 
course it does. These are servant duties. 
The GAO concluded that the duties of 
enlisted aides "are those normally asso
ciated with domestic servants." 

Thirteen other Army generals, 8 ad
mirals, 1 Marine Corps general, and 14 
Air Force generals all receive 3 servants 
each, courtesy of the American taxpayer. 

We have military servants for our 
brass in Italy, England, Belgium, Taiwan, 
Japan, Germany, Korea, Brazil, the 
Canal Zone, Okinawa, Turkey, Thailand, 
Guam, Spain, and Holland. 

We are supposed to be exporting the 
best of America--our system of democ
racy, our standards of justice, our moral 
leadership. But what we end up export
ing is a servant caste system. One must 
wonder what foreign nationals think of 
the United States when they see that we 
provide our military leaders with serv
ants. 

So much for that argument. They are 
servants by any definition and there can 
be no doubt about it. 

WHO GETS SERVANTS? 

The unfortunate remaining officers of 
the 450 have to make do with 1or2 serv
ants with the exception of Adm. William 
Mack, Superintendent of the Naval 
Academy who gets 4 for some reason. 

Just who are these privileged officers 
who get the free use of servants paid for 
by the taxpayer? Not surprisingly they 
are the Nation's highest ranking officers. 

WHERE ARE THE SERVANTS STATIONED? 

These servants are attached almost 
permanently to an individual officer. 
They go where he goes. They serve where 
he serves. They are part of the family. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of all generals and ad
mirals receiving servants and their place 
of residence be printed in the RECORD. 

This year the Secretary of Defense has 
distributed the 675 servants to 450 gen
erals and admirals. All members of the 

Of the 675 servants, 189 are based in 
the Washington, D.C. area. That is where 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ALLOCATION OF ENLISTED AIDES UNDER DOD 675 CEILING TO BE EFFECTIVE JUNE 30, 1974 

UNITED STATES ARMY 

Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0-11: Bradley, Omar N ___ ---~-- General of the Army, Beverly Hills, Calif__ ___ _ 
0- 10: Abrams, Creighton W _____ Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Washington, D.C ___ _ 
0- 10: Bennett, Donald V ________ Commander in Chief, U.S. Army, Pacific _____ _ 
0- 10: Davison, Michaels ________ Commander in Chief, U.S. J\rmy Europe/7th 

Army. 
0-10: DePuy, William E _________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Training and 

Doctrine Command, Fort Monroe, Va. 
0-10: Goodpaster, Andrew J_ ____ Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, and 

Commander in Chief, U.S. European 
Command. 

0- 10: Kerwin, Walter T., Jr_ ____ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Forces 
Command, Fort McPherson, Ga. 

0- 10: Miley, Henry A., Jr ________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Materiel 
· Command, Alexandria, Va. 

0-10: Palmer, Bruce, Jr _________ Commander in Chief, U.S. Readiness Com-
mand, MacDill Air Force Base, Fla. 

0-10: Rosson, William B_ ------- Commander in Chief, U.S. Southern Command, 
Quarry Heights, Canal Zone. 

0-10: Stilwell, Richard G ________ Commanding General, 8th U.S. Army, Korea/ 
Commander in Chief, United Nations 
Command/Commander, U.S. Forces Korea. 

0- 10: Weyand, Frederick C _____ Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Washington, 
D.C. 

0- 10: Zais, Melvin ______ ______ __ Commanding General, Allied Land Forces 
Southeastern Europe. 

0- 9: Blanchard, Georges _______ Commanding General, VII Corps, U.S. Army 
Eruope. 

0- 9: Burdett, Allen M., Jr_ ______ Commanding General, Ill Corps and Fort Hood, 
Fort Hood, Tex. 

0- 9: Collins, Arthur S., Jr _______ Deputy Commander in Chief, U.S. Army 
Europe/7th Army. 

0- 9: Cowles, Donald H _______ ___ Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, U.S. 
Army, Washington, D.C. 

0- 9: Davidson, Phillip B., Jr_ ____ Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Re-
search and Management), Office of the As
sistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence), 
Washington, D.C. 

0-9: Deane, John R., Jr _________ Chief of Research and Development, U.S. 
Army, Washington, D.C. 

0- 9: Desobry, William R ________ Commanding General, V Corps, U.S. Army 
Europe. 

0- 9: Dolvin, Welborn G ___ __ _____ Commanding General, IX Corps/U.S. Army 
Japan. 

0- 9: Flanagan, Edward M., Jr ____ Comptroller of the Army, Washington, D.C ____ _ 
0- 9: Gribble, William C., Jr_ _____ Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, Washington, 

D.C. 
0-9: Hollingsworth, James F _____ Commanding General, I Corps (Republic of 

Korea/United States) Group, Korea. 
0-9: Hollis, Harris W ____ _____ ___ U.S. Representative, Permanent Military 

Deputies Group, Central Treaty Organiza
tion, Turkey. 

0- 9: To be announced __________ Director of the Army Staff, U.S. Army, Wash-

0- 9: Knowles, Richard T_ _______ D~;~~~nC~rn<;nanding General, 8th U.S. Army, 
Korea . 

0-9: Knowlton, William A __ ______ Superintendent, U.S. Military Academy, West 
Point, N.Y. 

0-9: Kornet, Fred, Jr__ ___ ______ Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, U.S. Army, 

0- 9: Leber, Walter p ___________ SA~~~~~~~ns~t~·ms Manager, SAFEGUARD 
Systems Office, U.S. Army, Arlington, Va. 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0- 9: Lotz, Walter E., Jr--------- Deputy Director General, North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Integrated Communications 
System Management Agency, Belgium. 

0- 9: Maples, Herron N _________ The Inspector Genera, U.S. Army, Washing-
ton, D.C. 

0- 9: Mclaughlin, John D __ ----- Commanding General, T)leater Army Support 
Command, Europe. 

0- 9: Norton, John __ _____ __ _____ Chief of Staff, Allied Forces Southern Europe _ 
0-9: Penney, Howard W _______ _ Director, Defense Mapping Agency, Washing-

ton, D.C. 
0-9: Pepke, Donn R _______ __ ___ Deputy Commanding General, U.S. Army 

Forces Command, Fort McPherson, Ga. 
3 0- 9: Potts, William E_ _____ ___ __ Deputy Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, 

Washington, D.C. 
0-9: Roberts, Elvy B-·-- - -------- Commanding General, 6th U.S. Army, Presidio 

of San Francisco, Calif. 
3 0-9: Rogers, Bernard W ___ ___ ___ Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, U.S. 

Army, Washington, D.C. 
3 0-9: Rowney, Edward L-------- Joint Chiefs of Staff Representative for Stra

tegic Arms Limitation Talks, Organization 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington, D.C. 

0- 9: To be announced __________ Director, Plans and Policy, J-5, Organization 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington, D.C. 

0-9: Seitz, Richard J_ __________ Commanding General, XVIII Airborne Corps 
and Fort Bragg, Fort Bragg, N. C. 

0-9: Seneff, George P., Jr. ________ Commanding General, 5th U.S. Army, Fort 
Sam Houston, Tex. 

0-9: Sutherland, James W., Jr__ __ Chief of Staff, U.S. European Command ______ _ 
0-9: Taber, Robert C_ -- - ------ - Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Man

power and Reserve Affairs), Washington, 
D.C. 

0-9: Talbott, Orwin C ___ ____ ____ Deputy Commanding General, U.S. Army 
Training and Doctrine Command, Fort 
Monroe, Va. 

0-9 : Taylor, Richard R ___ ______ _ The Surgeon General, U.S. Army, Washington, 
D.C. 

0-9: Vaughan, Woodrow W ______ Deputy Commanding General, U.S. Army 
Materiel Command, Alexandria, Va. 

0-9: Walker, Glenn D ___________ Commanding General, 1st U.S. Army, Fort 
George G. Meade, Md. 

0-9: Walters, Vernon A--- ----- - Deputy Director, Central Intelligence Agency, 
Washington, D.C. 

2 0-9: Williams, Robert R _____ __ __ Deputy Commander in Chief, and Chief of 
2 Staff, U.S. Army Pacific. 

0-9: Woolwine, Walter J_ _______ Commandant, Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces, Fort Lesley J. McNair, Washington, 
D.C. 

0-8: Aaron, Harold R _____ ______ Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, U.S. 
Army, Washington, D.C. 

0-8: Albright, Jack A ___________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Communica-
tions Command, Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 

0-8: Baer, Robert J_ ______ ______ Project Manager, XMI Tank System, U.S. 
Army Tank-Automotive Command, Warren, 
Mich. 

0-8: Barfield, Thomas H ____ __ __ Commander, 23d North American Air Defense 
Command/Continental Air Defense Com
mand Region, Duluth, Minn. 

0-8: Beatty, George S., Jr ___ ____ Director, Inter-American Defense College, 
Fort Lesley J. McNair, Washington, D.C. 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 

2 
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Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0- 8: Bernstein, Robert __ -- ----- Commanding General, Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center, Washington, D.C. 

0- 8: Berry, Sidney B _____ ______ Commanding General, 101st Airborne Divi-
sion (Airmobile) and Fort Campbell, Fort 
Campbell, Ky. 

0- 8: Blakefield, William H ______ Deputy Commanding General, 1st U.S. Army 
and Commandi-ng General, U.S. Army 
Readiness Region Ill, Fort George G. 
Meade, Md. 

0- 8: Brown, Charles p __________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Test and 
Evaluation Command, Aberdeen Proving 
Ground, Md. 

0- 8: Burton, Jonathan R __ ______ Commanding General, 3d Armored Division, 
U.S. Army Europe. 

0- 8: Cantlay, George G __ ___ _____ Deputy U.S. Military Representative, North 
Atlante Treaty Organization Military Com
mittee, Belgium. 

0- 7: Palmer, William W _________ Chief, Military Equipment Delivery Team, 
Cambodia. 

- 8: Cobb, William W __ ______ ___ U.S. Commander, Berlin, Germany _____ ____ _ _ 
0-8: Coleman, Williams ________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 

Region VI, Fort Knox, Ky. 
0- 7(P) : Crawford, Albert B., Jr __ Project Manager, Army Tactical Data Systems, 

Fort Monmouth, N.J. 
0-8: Cunningham, Hubert s _____ Chief, Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, 

Korea. 
0-8: Cushman, John H ____ __ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Combined 

Arms Center/Commandant U.S. Army 
Command and General Staff College, Fort 
Leavenworth, Kans. 

0-8;.. David, Bert A _____________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Base Com-
mand, Okinawa. 

0-8 : Davis, Franklin M., Jr- - - --- Commandant, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle 
Barracks, Pa. 

0-8: Davison, Frederic E __ ______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Military 
District of Washington, Washington, D.C. 

0-8: Del Mar, Henry R _____ _____ Commander, Military Traffic Management and 
Terminal Service, Washington, D.C. 

0-8: Duquemin, Gordon J_ __ ____ Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division 
and Fort Riley, Fort Riley, Kans. 

0-8: Ellis, Vincent H __ ___ _______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Missile Com-
mand, Redstone Arsenal, Ala. 

0-8: Emerson, Henry L ___ _____ _ Commanding General, 2d Infantry Division, 
Korea. 

Q...g: Fair, Robert L_ ____ ______ __ Commanding General, 2d Armored Division, 
Fort Hood, Tex. 

0-8: Fitzpatrick, Thomas E., Jr ___ Commanding General, 32d Army Air Defense 
Command, U.S. Army Europe. 

0-8: Forrester, Eugene J_ _______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Administra-
• tion Center, Fort Benjamin Harrison, Ind. 

0-8: Foster, Hugh F., Jr _________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Electronics 
Command, Fort Monmouth, N.J. 

0-8: Fulton, William B __ ________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Recruiting 
Command, Fort Sheridan, Ill. 

0-8: Fuson, Jack C_ - - - - - ------ Commanding General, U.S. Transportation 
Center and Commandant, U.S. Army Trans
portation School, Fort Eustis, Va. 

0-8: Galloway, James V _________ Chief, Joint U.S. Military Mission for Aid to 
Turkey. 

0-8 : Gard, Robert G., Jr-- - - -- - - Commanding General, U.S. Army Training 
Center and Fort Ord, Fort Ord, Calif. 

0-8: Godding, George A _____ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Security 
Agency, Arlington, Va. 

0-8: Graham, Erwin M., Jr ______ Commanding General , U.S. Army Logistics 
Center, Fort Lee, Va. 

0-7(P): Greer, Thomas U _______ Commanding General, U.S . Army Training 
Center and Fort Dix, Fort Dix, N.J . 

0-8: Groves, Richard H __ _______ Division Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Divi-
sion, North Atlantic, New York, N.Y. 

0-8: Guthrie, John R ____ -- - ---- Deputy Chief of Staff, Pacific Command. ----- -
0-8 : Hamlet, James F __ ___ _____ Commanding General, 4th Infantry Division 

and Fort Carson.Fort Carson, Colo. 
0- 8: Henion, John Q __ ____ ___ ___ Commanding General, 9th Infantry Division 

and Fort Lewis, Fort Lewis, Wash. 
0-8: Higgins, Hugh R ___ ___ __ ___ Commanding General U.S. Army Troop Sup-

port Command, St. Louis, Mo. 
0- 8: Hinrichs, Frank A __ _______ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Aviation 

Systems Command, St. Louis, Mo. 
0-8 : Hixon, Robert C ___ ___ _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Training 

Center and Fort Jackson, Fort Jackson, S.C. 
0-8 : Hughes, Carl W __ _____ ____ _ Surgeon, U.S. Army, Pacific, and Commanding 

General, Tripler Army Medical Center, 
Hawaii. 

0- 8: To be announced _____ _____ Surgeon, U.S. Army, Europe and Commanding 
General, U.S. Army Medical Command, 
Europe. 

0-8: Hunt, Ira A., Jr_ __ __ __ _____ Deputy Commander, U.S. Support Activities 
Group, Thailand. 

0-8: Kendall, Maurice W __ ____ __ Chairman/Army Member, U.S. Delegation, 
Joint Brazil-United States Military Com
mission/Commander U.S. Military Group, 
Brazil. 

0-8: Kissinger, Harold A___ _____ Director, Joint Tactical Communications Office, 
Fort Monmouth, N.J. 

0-8: Kraft, William R., Jr_ _______ Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Europe/7th Army ___ _ 
0-8: Kroesen, Frederick J., Jr_ ___ Commanding General, 82d Airborne Division, 

Fort Bragg, N.C. 
0-8: Levan, C. L ____ ___ __ ___ ___ Commanding General, U.S. Army Air Defense 

Center and Commandant, U.S. Army Air 
Defense School, Fort Bliss, Tex. 
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0-8 Mabry, George L. , Jr_ _______ Commander, U.S. Army Forces Southern Com-
mand, Fort Amador, Canal Zone. 

0-8 : Mackinnon, Robert N __ _____ Commanding General, 25th lnfanty Division, 
Hawaii. 

0- 8: Maddox, William J., Jr ______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Aviation 
Center, Fort Rucker, Ala. 

0-8: Marks, Sidney M ___ __ _____ Commanding General , U.S. Army, Alaska ____ _ 
0-8 : Matheson, Salve H ______ ___ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 

Region IV, Atlanta, Ga. 
0-8: McAuliffe, Dennis p ______ __ Deputy Commanding General, U.S. Army 

Combined Arms Combat Development 
Activity, Fort Leavenworth, Kans. 

0- 8: McDonough, Joseph C ______ Commanding General, 8th Infantry Division, 
Division, U.S. Army Europe. 

0-8 : Mcleod, William E_ ________ Chief of Staff, 8th U.S. Army, Korea ___ _____ _ 
0- 8: Mellen, Thomas W _____ ____ Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Com-

mand, Thailand. 
0- 8: Milloy, Albert E_ _____ ____ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 

Region IX, and Deputy Commanding Gen
eral, 6th U.S. Army, Presidio of San Fran
cisco, Calif. 

0- 8: Moore, Harold G ___ __ ______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Military 
"Personnel Center, Alexandria, Va. 

0-8: Murphy, Raymond p _______ Deputy Commanding General, U.S. Army Air 
Defense Command, Ent Air Force Base, 
Colo. 

0- 8: Murray, John E ___________ Defense Attache, Republic of Vietnam ___ ____ _ 
0- 8: Myer, Charles R __ _________ Commanding General, U.S. Army School/ 

Training Center, Fort Gordon, Ga. 
0- 8: Neel, Spurgeon H., Jr __ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Health Serv-

ices Command, Fort Sam Houston, Tex. 
0-8: Noble, Charles C ________ __ Division Engineer, U.S. Army En~ineer Divi-

sion, Lower Mississippi Valley, Vicksburg, 
Miss. 

0-8 : Ott, David E_ _____ _______ __ Commanding General, U.S. Army Field 
Artillery Center and Commandant, U.S. 
Army Field Artillery School, Fort Sill, Okla. 

0-8 : Parfitt, Harold R ______ _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Engineer 
Center and Commandant, U.S. Army 
Engineer School, Fort Belvoir, Va. 

0-8: Pieklik, Joseph E_ __ __ _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Tank-
Automotive Command, Warren, Mich. 

0- 8: Powers, Patrick W ____ _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 
Region II, Fort Dix, N.J. 

0-8 : Raaen, John C. , Jr_ ____ ___ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Armament 
Command, Rock Island, Ill. 

0- 8: Reseborough, Morgan G _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 
Region I and Fort Devens, Fort Devens, 
Mass. 

0- 8: Ryder, Charles W., Jr__ _____ Chief, Joint U.S. Military Aid Group to Greece __ 
0- 8: Heiser, Rolland V ___ _______ Commanding General, 1st Armored Division, 

U.S. Army Europe. 
0- 8: Shoemaker, Robert M __ ____ Commanding General, 1st Cavalry Division, 

Fort Hood, Tex. 
0- 8: Sidle, WinanL ____ ___ _____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 

Region VII, and Deputy Commanding Gen
eral, 5th U.S. Army, Fort Sam Houston, Tex. 

0- 8: Singlaub, John K ________ ___ Commanding General, U.S. Army Readiness 
Region VIII, Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colo. 

0- 8: Smith, James C ____ __ ______ Commanding General, U.S. Army, Readiness 
Region V, Fort Sheridan, Ill. 

0-8: Spragins, Charles L ___ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Training 
Center and Fort Polk, Fort Polk, La. 

0-8: Starry, Donn, A _____ _____ __ Commanding General, U.S. Army Armor Cen-
ter and Commandant, U.S. Army Armor 
School, Fort Knox, Ky. 

0- 7(P): Street, Oliver D., llL •• • Commanding General, 1st Region, U.S. Army 
Ai r Defense Command, Stewart Field, N.Y. 

0- 8: Sweeney, Arthur H., Jr_ __ __ Commanding General, White Sands Missile 
Range, White Sands, N. Mex. 

0-8 : Tackaberry, Thomas H. ___ _ Chief of legislative Liaison, Office of the Sec-
retary of the Army, Washington, D.C. 

0- 8: Tarpley, Thomas M ______ __ Commanding General, U.S. Army Infantry 
Center and Commandant, U.S. Army In
fantry School, Fort Benning, Ga. 

0-8 : Van Lydegraf, Dean ____ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Quartermas-
ter Center and Commandant, U.S. Army 
Quartermaster School, Fort Lee, Va. 

0-8 : Vinson, Wilber H., Jr __ ____ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Southern 
European Task Force, Italy. 

0-8: Vogel, Eciward H., Jr ___ __ __ Superintendent, U.S. Army Academy of 
Health Sciences, Fort Sam Houston, Tex. 

0-8 : Wagstaff, Jack L ____ ___ ___ Chief, Military Assistance Advisory Group, 
Germany. 

0-8: Walker, Sams __ ___ ___ ____ Commanding General, 3d Infantry Division, 
U.S. Army Europe. 

0-8: Wier, James A _______ __ ___ Commanding General, Fitzsimons Army Med-
ical Center, Denver, Colo. 

0-8: Wolff, Herbert E __ ___ __ ____ Deputy Director for Signal Intelligence Opera-
tions, National Security Agency /Central 
Security Service, Fort George G. Meade, Md. 

0-8: Young, Robert p _____ ______ Commanding General , U.S. Army Training 
Center and Fort Leonard Wood, Fort 
Leonard Wood, Mo. 

0-7: Buckingham, Clay r_ ___ ___ Assistant Division Commander, 1st Armored 
Division, U.S. Army Europe. 

0-7: Burnell, Bates c ________ __ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army SAFEGUARD 
Systems Command, Huntsville, Ala. 

0-7: Escola, Albert R ___ _____ __ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army School/ 
Training Center, Fort McClellan, Ala. 
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0-7: Faul, Lloyd L------------- Commanding General, U.S. Army Ordnance 
Center and Commandant, U.S. Army Ord
nance School, Aberdeen Proving Ground, 
Md. 

0- 7: Feir, Philip R ______ __ ______ Commandant of Cadets, U.S. Military Acad-
emy, West Point, N.Y. 

0- 7: Gatsis, Andrew J_ _____ ____ Commanding General , U.S. Army Support 
Command, Hawaii. 

0- 7: Sadler, Jack R __ ________ ___ Chief, Joint U.S. Military Advisory Group, 
Phil ippines. 

0- 7: Nutting, Wallace H _________ Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division 
(Forward), U.S. Army Europe. 

0- 7: Hardaway, Robert M., Ill ___ Commanding General, William Beaumont 
Army Medical Center, El Paso, Tex. 

0- 7: Healy, Michael D ___ _______ Commanding General, John' F. Kennedy Cen-
ter for Military Assistance, Fort Bragg, 
N.C. 

0- 7: Hiestand, Harry H _____ ___ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Intelligence 
Center and Commandant, U.S. Army In
telligence School, Fort Huachuca, Ariz. 

0- 7: Key, Milton, E_ ___________ _ Commanding General, 56th Artillery Brigade, 
U.S. Army Europe. 

0- 7: Koehler, John J., Jr_ _____ __ Commanding General, 38th Artillery Brigade 
(Air Defense), Korea. · 

0- 7: Krause, Frederick C __ _____ _ Commanding General, 19th Support Group, 
Korea. 

0-7: Latham, Willard __________ _ Assistant Division Commander, 3d Infantry 
U.S. Europe. 

0- 7: Meroney, William H., Ill__ __ Commanding General , Madigan Army Medical 
Center, Tacoma, Wash. 

0- 7: Metheny, Orvil C __________ Commander, Western Area, Military Traffic 
Management and Terminal Service, Oak
land Army Base, Calif. 

0-7: Morton, Richard L_ ________ Commander, Eastern Area, Military Traffic 
Management and Terminal Service, Brook
lyn, N.Y. 

0-7: Mullens, Robert M _______ __ Commanding General, 6th Region, U.S. Army 
Air Defense Command, Fort Baker, Calif. 

0- 7: Munson, James A __________ Assistant Division Commander, 1st Armored 
Division, U.S. Army Europe. 

0-7: Ogden, Dorward W., Jr ____ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Communica-
tions System Agency (Provisional), Fort 
Monmouth, N.J. 

0- 7: Osteen, John l., Jr __ ___ ___ _ Commanding General, U.S. Army Support, 
Thailand. 
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0- 7: Scott, Willard W ___________ Commanding General, V Corps Artillery, U.S. 
Army Europe. 

0- 7: Redman, Albert, Jr_ __ __ ____ Commanding General, U.S. Army Communica-
tions Command, Continental United States, 
Fort Ritchie, Md. 

0- 7: Sniffin, Charles R _____ ___ __ Assistant Division Commander, 8th Infantry 
Division, U.S. Army Europe. 

0- 7: Starker, Joseph B ___ ______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Combat De-
velopment Experimentation Command, 
Fort Ord, Calif. 

0- 7: Stevenson, Robert D ____ ___ Commanding General, U.S. Army Berlin Bri-
gade, Europe. 

0- 7: To be announced _____ _____ Assistant Division Commander, 3d Armored 
Division, U.S. Army, Europe. 

0- 7: Swenson, Richard W _______ Commanding General, U.S. Army Communica-
tions Command, Europe. 

0- 7: Ulatoski, Joseph R ___ ______ Commander, Joint Casualty Resolution Cen-
ter, Vietnam. 

0- 7: Weaver, Wilburn C __ _ ----- Commanding General, U.S. Army Communica-
tions Command, Pacific. 

0- 7: Woodard, George S., Jr _____ Commanding General, Letterman Army Medi· 
cal Center, Presidio of San Francisco, Calif. 

0- 7: Yow, Harold D ________ ____ Chief, Military Assistance Advisory Group, 
Ethiopia. 

0- 7: To be announced ____ _____ _ Commanding General, 31st Air Defense Bri-
gade, Homestead Air Force Base, Fla. 

0-8: Ochs, Elmer R ___ _________ Commanding General, U.S. Army Operational 
Test and Evaluation Agency, Fort Belvoir, 
Va. 

0- 8: Tobiason, Orville L ________ Chief of Staff, Allied Land Forces Southeastern 
Europe. 

0-8 : Hall, Charles M __________ __ Director of Operations, J- 3, U.S. European 
Command. 

0- 8: Appel, John G ______ _______ Director of Logistics, J-4, U.S . European 
Command. 

0-8: Patton, Georges __ __ _______ Director of Security Assistance, J- 7, U.S. 
European Command. 

0-8: Lekson, Johns ____ _______ _ Director of Operations, J- 3, U.S. Read iness 
Command, Macdill AFB, Fla. 

0- 8: McChrystall HerbertJ., Jr ___ _ Deputy Commanding General, Modern Army 
Selected Systems Tests, Evaluation and 
Review, Fort Hood, Tex. 

0-7: Gregg, Arthur L---- ------- Commander, European Exchange Service ____ _ 
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projected to be in an aide standby or training status. UNITED STATES NAVY 
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Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0- 10: Moorer, Thomas H ______ __ Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington, 
D.C. 

0- 10 : Zumwalt, Elmo R., Jr__ __ __ Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, D.C __ _ 
0- 10: Cousins, Ralph W ________ _ Commander in Chief, Atlantic and U.S. 

Atlantic Fleet and Supreme Allied Com
mander, Atlantic, Norfolk, Va. 

0- 10: Kidd, Isaac C., Jr_ _____ ___ _ Chief of Naval Material, Washington, D.C ____ _ 
0- 10: Gayler, Noel A. M _________ Commander in Chief, Pacific, Pearl Harbor, 

Hawaii. 
0- 10: Weisner, Maurice F_ __ ____ Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pearl 

Harbor, Hawaii 
0- 10: Holloway, James l.111__ __ _ Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, 

D.C. 
0-10 : Bagley, Worth H ____ ____ __ Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces, 

Europe, London, United Kingdom. 
0- 10 : Johnston, Means Jr ______ _ Commander in chief, Allied Forces, Southern 

Europe, Naples, Italy. 
0-9: Mack, William p __ __ _______ Superintendent, U.S. Naval Academy, An-

napolis, Md. 
0- 9: de Poix, Vincent p ____ ____ _ Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, Wash-

ington, D.C. 
0- 9: Michaelis, Frederick H _____ _ Commander, Naval Air Force, U.S. Atlantic 

Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 
0- 9: Wilkinson, Eugene p ___ __ __ Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (submarine 

warfare) Washington, D.C. 
0-9: King, Jerome H., Jr _____ ___ Director, J- 3, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washing-

ton, D.C. 
0-9: Weinel, John p __ ___ ____ ___ Assistant to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, Washington, D.C. 
0- 9: Peet, Raymond E_ ______ ____ Deputy Assistant, Secretary of Defense (secu-

rity assistance) Washington, D.C. 
0- 9: Miller, Gerald E_ __________ _ Deputy Director, Joint Strategic Target Plan-

ning Staff, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebr. 
0-9: Minter, Charles S., Jr ___ ___ _ Deputy Chairman, NATO Military Committee, 

Brussels, Belgium. 
0- 9: Shear, Harold E_ __ _________ Director, antisubmarine warfare and tactical 

o- 9: Beshany, Philip A _____ _____ co~~~~~~~u~~~f~~!~anmoe:~~~i~~~':n~ri~; 
Taipei, Republic ofTaiwan. 

0- 9: Vannoy, Frank W __________ Commander, Amphibious Force, U.S. Atlantic 
Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 

0- 9: Cagle, Malcolm W ___ ____ ___ Chief of Naval Education and Training, Pen-
sacola, Fla. · 

0- 9: Harlfinger, Frederick J. II ___ Director, Command Support Programs, Office 
of Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, 
D.C. 

Footnote at end of table. 
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0- 9: Bagley, David H ________ ___ Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (manpower) 
and Chief of Naval Personnel, Washington, 
D.C. 

0-9: Le Bourgeois, Julien J_ ___ __ Chief of Staff, Supreme Allied Commander, 
Atlantic, Norfolk, Va. 

0-9: Talley, George C. Jr _____ ____ Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (plans and 
policy) Wash ington, D.C. 

0-9: Long, Robert l. J_ ___ ___ ___ Commander, Submarine Force, U.S. Atlantic 
Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 

0- 9: Turner, Stansfield _______ __ President, Naval War College, Newport, R.L . 
0- 9: Plate, Douglas C ___ __ ____ __ Deputy and Chief of Staff, Commander in 

Chief, Atlantic, and Commander in Chief, 
U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 

0- 9: Houser, William D ___ ___ ___ Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Air War-
fare) Washington, D.C. 

0- 9: Cooper, Damon W _______ __ Chief of Naval Reserve, New Orleans, la __ _ _ 
0-9: Salzer, Roberts _____ __ ____ Commander, Amphibious Force, U.S. Pacific 

Fleet, San Diego, Calif. 
0-9· Rapp, William T ___ ______ __ Commander, 3d Fleet, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii . 
0- 9: Price, Frank H. Jr_ ____ __ __ Director, Ship Acquisition and Improvement, 

Office of Chief of Naval Operations, Wash
ington, D.C. 

0-9: Moran, William L __ ____ __ _ Director, Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation, Office of Chief of Naval Opera
tions, Washington. D.C. 

0- 9: Finneran, John G _______ ___ Commander, 2d Fleet, Norfolk, Va __ ____ ____ _ 
0- 9: Bayne, Marmaduke G _____ _ Commandant National War College, Washing-

ington, D.C. 
0- 9: Wheeler, Kenneth R. _ --- -- Vice Chief of Naval Material, Washington, D.C _ 
0- 9: Custis, Donald L ___ __ ____ Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, and 

Surgeon General of the Navy, Washington, 
D.C. 

0-9: Hayward, Thomas B ____ ___ Director, Navy Program Planning, Office of 
of Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, 
D.C. 

0- 9: Baldwin, Robert B _________ Commander, Naval Air Force, U.S. Pacific 

0-9: Murphy, Daniel L ------ -- Co~:;;!n~:~s~~ef~ef.a~i!eta, Italy __ ________ _ 
0-9: Steele, George P., "---- - - - Commander, 7th Fleet, Yokosuka,Japan _____ _ 
0-9: Weschler, Thomas R __ _____ Director Logistics, J-4 Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

Washington, D.C. 
0-9 : St. George, William R _____ _ Deputy and Chief of Staff to Commander in 

!n Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii. 

0-9: Perry, o:iver H., Jr ________ Chairman, Inter-American Defense Board, 
Washington, D.c: -
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0-8: Erly, Robert B _________ ___ Chief, Military Assistance Advisory Group, 
Portugal, and Commander, Iberian Atl antic 
Command, Lisbon, Portugal. 

0- 8: Isaman, Roy M ____________ Commander, Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent 
River, Md. 

0-8 : Anderson, Rox G ___________ Commandant, 5th Naval District, Norfolk, Va _ 
0-8: Charbonnet, Pierre N., Jr ___ Commander, Fleet Air Mediterranean, Na-

ples, Italy. 
0-8: Burke, Julian T., Jr _______ _ Commander, Service Force, U.S. Atlantic 

Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 
0-8: Morrison, George S ________ Commander, . U.S. Naval Forces, Marianas, 

Guam, Mananas. 
0-8: Woods, Mark W ___________ Commander, Cruiser-Destroyer Force, U.S. 

Pacific Fleet, San Diego, Calif. 
0-43 : Ramage, James D __________ Commander, Caribbean Sea Frontier, Roose-

velt Roads, P.R. 
0-8 : Carmody, Martin D ________ Commandant, 12th Naval District, San Fran-

cisco, Calif. 
0-8 : Armstrong, Parker B _______ Commander, Service Force, U.S. Pacific 

Fleet, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 
0-8 : Donaldson, James D., Jr_ ___ Commander, Fleet Air Western Pacific, 

Atsugi, Japan. 
0-8: Esch, Arthur G __ __________ Commandant, Naval District, Washington, 

Washington, D.C. 
0- 8: Turner, Frederick C __ ______ Commander, Carrier Group TWO, Athens, 

Greece. 
0-8 : Pugh, William M., 11_ _____ _ Commandant, 3d Naval District, Brooklyn, 

N.Y. 
0-8: Miller, Wards ____ _________ Commander, Naval Base, Los Angeles/Long 

Beach, Los Angeles, Calif. 
0- 8: Ferris, James _____________ Chief of Naval Air Training, Corpus Christi, 

Tex. 
0-8: Livingston, William H __ _____ U.S. Defense Attache, U.S. Naval Attache, and 

U.S. Naval Attache for Air, United Kingdom, 
London, United Kingdom. 

0-9: Moorer, Joseph P __ ____ ____ Vice Chairman, U.S. Delegation, U.N. Military 
Staff Committee, New York, N.Y. 

0-8 : Riera, Robert L ___________ Commandant, 8th Naval District, New Orleans, 
La. 

0-8: Freeman, Mason B ___ _____ Superintendent, Naval Post-Graduate School, 
Monterey, Calif. 

0- 8: Gilkeson, Fillmore B _______ Commandant, 11th Naval District, San Diego, 
Calif. 
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0-8 : Snyder, Edwin K ___________ Chief, Legislati ve Affairs, Navy Department, 2/2 
Washington, D.C. . 

0- 8: Nance, James W ___________ Deputy Ch ief of Staff, Commander in Chief, 1/1 
U.S. European Command, Vaihingen, 
Germany. 

0- 8: Kane, John D. H., Jr_ ______ Commandant, 9th Naval District, Great Lakes, 1/1 
Ill. 

0- 8: Bass, Thomas E., 11 1__ ____ Commandant, 13th Naval District, Seattle, 1/1 
Wash. 

0- 8: Tahler, Graham ____________ Commandant, 6th Naval District, Charleston, 1/1 
S.C. 

0- 8: Wentworth , Ralph S., Jr_ ___ Commander, Cruiser-Destroyer Force, U.S. 1/1 
Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Va. 

0- 7: Cooley, Samue M., Jr ______ Commander, Iceland Defense Force, Keflavik, 1/1 
Iceland. 

0- 7: Shelton, Doniphan B _______ Commander, Naval Base, Subic, Subic Bay, 1/1 
Republic of Philippines. 

0- 7: Morgan, Henry S., Jr_ ______ Commander, U.S. Naval Forces, Korea, Seoul, 1/1 
Korea. 

0- 7: McMullen, Frank D., Jr _____ Commander, Submarine Force, U.S. Pacific 1/1 
Fleet, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 

0- 7: Rogers, Will iam H _________ Commander, U.S. Naval Forces, Japan, Yoko- 1/1 
suka, Japan. 

0- 7: Rectanus, Earl F __________ Director of Naval Intelligence, Washington, 2/2 
D.C. 

0- 7: Coleman, Joseph L . ______ Commandant, 4th Naval Dist rict, Philadelph ia, 1/1 
Pa. 

0- 7: Sackett, Albert M _________ Chief of Naval Technical Training, Milling- 1/1 
ton, Tenn. 

0- 7: Rumble, Richard L ________ Commandant, 1st Naval District, Boston, 1/1 
Mass. 

0- 7: Blount, Robert H _________ _ Commander, U.S. Naval Forces, Southern 1/1 
Command ; Commandant 15th Naval Dis-
trict, Fort Amador, C.Z. 

0- 7: Denton, Jeremiah A. , Jr_ ___ Commandant, Armed Forces, Staff College, 1/1 
Norfolk, Va. 

0- 7: Paddock, Richard A ________ Commandant, 14th Naval District, Pearl 1/1 
Harbor, Hawaii. 

0- 7: Hanson, Carl T_ ___________ Chief, Navy Sect ion, U.S. Military Group 1/1 
Brazil, Rio De Janeiro, Brazil. 

Total. __ ________________________________________ __ _______________ __ 151/151 

Notes: (1) Provisions of 10a U.S .C. 7579 vest authority for determination of individual authoriza
tions of public quarters stewards with the Secretary of the Navy, rather than with the Secretary 
of Defense as may have been impl ied in Senator Proxmire's letter of Oct. 13, 1973. Accordingly, the 
Secretary of the Navy may make necessary revisions to the above listing as military reasons may 

require. (2) Navy has no provision for assignment of public quarters stewards to formal tr-aining 
or for assignment in a stand-by status. No such assignments are reflected in the above listing nor 
are any such assignments authorized. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE CEILING- 234 

Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND, 
OFFUTT AF BASE, NEBR. 

0- 10 : John C. Meyer ____ ___ _____ Commander in Chief.. ____________________ _ 
0- 9: James M. Keck ____________ Vice Commander in Chief.. ________________ _ 
0-8 : Martin G. Colladay ___ ______ Chief of Staff ________ ____________________ _ 
0- 8: Ray B. Sitton ______________ DCS/Operations _______ ____ _______________ _ 
0-8: Edgar S. Harris, Jr.I ______ __ Asst DCS/Operations ____ ____ __ ____________ _ 
0-8: Andrew B. Anderson, Jr ____ Dir Operations Plans ___ ______ ________ _____ _ 
0-8: Eugene L. Hudson _________ DCS/Logistics __ __________________________ _ 
0- 8: Harry M. Darmstandler__ ___ DCS/Plans _______________________________ _ 
0-8: John R. Hinton, Jr.1 ______ __ Inspector General_ ________ __ __ _______ ___ _ _ 
0-8: Billy J. Ellis __ _____________ DCS/PersonneL _______ __ __________ _______ _ 
2 Air Force Barksdale AFB, La . : 

0- 9: Richard M. Hoban _____ Commander_ ____ ____ _____ __ _____________ _ 
0- 8: Eugene Q. Steffes, Jr ___ Vice Commander _______ __________________ _ 

15 Air Force March AFB, Calif. : 
0- 9: William F. Pitts ________ Commander _____________________________ _ 
0- 8: Charles F. Minter, Sr ___ Vice Commander _______ _____________ _____ _ 

8 Air Force Andersen AFB, Guam: 
0- 9: George H. McKee ______ Commander ___ ________ __________________ _ 

I Strat Aerospace Division, Van-
denberg AFB, Calif.: 0- 8: John W. Pauly ___ ______ Commander _____________________________ _ 

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND, 
SCOTT AFB, ILL. 

0- 10: Paul K. Carlton ___ ________ Commander _____________ __ _______ __ _____ _ 
0-9: Jay T. Robbins __ ______ ____ Vice Commander _________________________ _ 
0- 8: William A. Dietrich _________ Chief of Staff _____________ _____ _________ _ _ 
0- 8: Alden G. Glauch _________ __ DCS/Operations __ ________ ______________ __ _ 
0- 8: Thomas A. Aldricht ____ ____ DCS/Plans __ ______ ____ __________________ _ _ 
0-8 : Warner E. Newby t ______ ___ DCS/Logistics ____________________________ _ 
22 Air Force Travis AFB, Cal if.: 0-8: John F. Gonge __ _______ Commander ______________ _______ ________ _ 

0- 8: Ralph S. Saunders1 ____ Vice Commander _____ ________ __ ______ ___ _ _ 
21 Air Force McGuire AFB, N.J.: 

0- 8: Lester T. Kearney, Jr __ Commander_ _____ ____________ __ _____ __ __ _ 

Footnote at end of table. 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as ot 
June ~o. 1974 Grade and name of officer 

AIR TRAINING COMMAND, 
RANDOLPH AFB, TEX. 

Position of officer 

3 0- 9: William V. McBride ________ Commander_ ___________________ ______ ___ _ 
2 0-8 : Alton D. Slay ______________ Vice Commander_ ____ __________ __________ _ 
1 AF Mil Tng Ctr, Lackland AF 
1 Base, Tex.: 1 0-8: Robert W. Maloy ___ ____ Commander _________ ____________________ _ 
1 Keesler Tech Tng Ctr, Keesler 
1 AF Base, Miss.: 1 0- 8: Bryan M. Shotts _____ __ Commander_ ________________________ ____ _ 
1 Chanute Tech Tng Ctr, Chanute 
1 AF Base, Ill.: 0- 8: Frank W. Elliott, Jr _____ Commander_ _____ ________ ___________ ____ _ 

Sheppard Tech Tng Ctr, Shep-
pard AF Base, Tex.: 0-8: Robert L. Petit. _______ Commander _____________________________ _ 

Lowry Tech Tng Ctr, Lowry AF 
Base, Colo.: 0-8 : Charles C. Pattillo __ ___ Commander __ ___________________________ _ 

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 
ANDREWS AFB, MD. 

0- 10 : Samuel C. Phillips ___ _____ Commander _________ __ __________________ _ 
0- 9: John B. Hudson ___________ Vice Commander _________________________ _ 
0- 8: Vernon R. Turner__ ________ Chief of Staff _______________ _____________ _ 
0- 8: Robert T. Marsh 1 _________ DCS/Systems . ________ ____ __ ------ _______ _ 
Aeronautical Sys Div (Wright-

3 Patterson AFB, Ohio): 2 0- 9: James T. Stewart __ ____ Commander_ _____________ ________ _______ _ 
1 0- 8: Douglas T. Nelson _____ Vice Commander_ _____ ___ __ ______________ _ 
1 0-8: Benjamin N. Bellis ____ Systems Program Director, F- 15 ____________ _ 
1 0- 8: Abner B. Martini _____ Systems Program Director, B- L ___ ________ _ 
1 AF Fl ight Test Ctr, Edwards AFB, 

Calif.: 0- 8: Howard M. Lane 1 _____ Commander_ _______ __ ________________ ___ _ 
AF Spec Wpns Ctr, Kirtland AF 

Base, N. Mex.: 0- 8: Thomas W. Morgan ____ Commander_ ______________ __ _____ _______ _ 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 
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1 

3 
2 
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UNITED STATES AIR FORCE CEILING-234-Continued 

Grade and name of officer 

AF Contract Mgmt Div, Kirtland 
AF Base, N. Mex.: 

Position of officer 

0-8: Donald G. Nunn _______ Commander _____________________________ _ 
USAF Space and Missile Test 

Center, Vandenberg AF Base, 
Calif.: 

0-8: Jessup D. Lowe ____ ____ Commander _____________________________ _ 
Armament Development and Test 

Ctr, Eglin AFB, Fla.: 
0-8: Henry B. Kucheman, Jr_ Commander _____________________________ _ 

Aerospace Medical Division, 
Brooks AFB, Tex.: 

0-8: George E. Schafer 1 ____ Commander ________ _____ ____ ____________ _ 
AF Eastern Test Range Patrick 

AFB, Fla. : • 
0-8: Kenneth R. Chapman __ _ Commander ______ _______ ________________ _ 

Electronic Systems Div. L. G. 
Hanscom AFB, Mass.: 

0-8: Albert R. Shiely, Jr ____ Commander _____________________________ _ 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND, 
LANGLEY AFB, VA. 

0- 10: Robert J. Dixon __________ Commander- -------------------------- ---
0-9: Dale S. Sweat_ _____ _______ Vice Commander _________________________ _ 
0-8: James A. Knight, Jr __ ______ DCS/Operations __________________________ _ 
USAF Tactical Fighter Weapons 

Center, Nellis AFB, Nev.: 
0-8: Gordon F. Blood __ _____ Commander __ ___________________________ _ 

9 Air Force Shaw AFB, S.C.: 
0-8: James D. Hughes ______ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 

AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COM-
MAND, WRIGHT-PATTERSON 
AF BASE, OHIO 

0-10: Jack J. Cotton ____________ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 
0-9: Edmund F. O'Connor _______ Vice Commander_ ________________________ _ 
0-8: George Rhodes ____________ Chief of Staff ____________________________ _ 
0-8: Edmund A. Rafalko ___ _____ DCS/Plans and Operations _________________ _ 
0-8: James A. Bailey ___________ DCS/Comptroller_ ________________________ _ 
0-8: Herbert J. Gavin ___________ DCS/Maintenance ________________________ _ 
Sacramento Air Material Area, 

McClellan AFB, Calif.: 
0-8: George W. Mclaughlin __ Commander_------------------- --- ------

Ogden Air Mat Area Hill, AFB, 
Utah: 

0-8: Bryce Poe 11_ _________ Commander ____ _____ ____________________ _ 

Sa~F~~~~~~: ~~:M~fll~~aA. ~:~~.Commander ___ ---------------------------

Warner-Robins Air Material Area,_ Commander ----------------------------
Robins AFB, Ga.: 0-8: Robert 
E.Hails. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES, 
HICKAM AFB, HAWAII 

0-10: John W. Vogt, Jr. _________ Commander in Chief._ ____________________ _ 
0-9: Carlos M. Talbott __________ Vice Commander in Chief __________________ _ 
0-8: Winton W. Marshall__ ______ DCS/Plans _______________________________ _ 
0-8: Ralph T. Holland ____ ______ DCS/Logistics ____________________________ _ 
5 Air Force Fuchu AFB, Japan: 

0-9: Robert E. Pursley ______ Comdr and Comdr U.S. Forces, Japan _______ _ 
0-8: Edward P. Mc Neff _____ Vice Commander--------------------------

13 Air Force Clark AFB, Philip-
pines: 

0-9 ______________________ Commander . _______________ ---------- ___ _ 
0-8: Leroy J. Manor_-- ---- Vice Commander_ ________________________ _ 

Air Force Nakhon Phanom Air-
port, Thailand: 

0-8: Jack Bellamy _________ DCS/Operations and Asst Chief of Staff/Oper-
ations U.S. Support Activities Group. 

U.S. AIR FORCES IN EUROPE, 
RAMSTEIN AB, GERMANY 

0-10: David C. Jones ___________ Commander in ChieL ____________________ _ 
0-9: Louis L. Wilson, Jr__ _______ Vice Chief_ ______________________________ _ 
0-8: Wilbur L. Creech ____ ______ DCS/Operations __________________________ _ 
0-8: Edwin W. Robertson 111 ____ Inspector Genera'------- --- -------- -------
16 Air Force Torrejon AFB, Spain: 

0-8: Salvador E. Felices ____ Vice Commander ________________ __ _______ _ 
3 Air Force RAF, Mildenhall, 

England: 
0-8: Evan W. Rosencrans ___ Commander ____________________ __ _______ _ 

The U.S. Logistics Group (TUS-
LOG), Ankara, Turkey: 

0-8: Arnold W. Braswell_ ___ Commander_ ___ ___ ______________________ _ 
17 Air Force Sembach Air Base, 

Germany: 
0- 8: John C. Giraudo _______ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COM-
MAND, ENT AF BASE, COLO. 

0-9: Royal N. Baker ____________ Vice Commander ___________ ____ __________ _ 
0-8: Kenneth C. Dempster _____ _ DCS/Logistics ____________________________ _ 
14 Aerospace Force Ent AFB, 

Colo.: 
0-.8: Otis C. Moore __________ Commander _____________________________ _ 

Footnote a.t end of table. 
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Grade and name of officer 

HEADQUARTERS COMMAND 
USAF, BOLLING AFB, DIS
TRICT OF COLUM Bl A 

Position of officer 

0-8: John L. Locke _____ __ __ Commander _____________________________ _ 

USAF ACADEMY, COLORADO 
SPRINGS, COLO 

0-9: Albert P. Clark ____________ Superintendent_ _________________________ _ 

AIR FORCE RESERVE, ROBINS 
AFB, GA. 

0-8: Earl 0. Anderson ______ Vice Commander _____________________ ____ _ 

AIR UNIVERSITY, MAXWELL 
AFB, ALA 

0-9: Felix M. Rogers ________ Commander _____________________________ _ 
Air War College: 0-8: James V. Commandant_ ___________________________ _ 

Hartinger. 
AF Institute of Technology, 

Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio: 
0-8: Frank J. Simokaitis ____ Commandant_ ____ ____ ___________________ _ 

Air Comd and Stf College, Max-
well AFB, Ala.: 

0-8: John P. Flynn1 ________ Commandant_ _________________________ __ _ 

USAF SECURITY SERVICE, SAN 
ANTONIO, TEX. 

0-8: Walter T. Galligan _________ Commander _____________________________ _ 

ALASKAN Al R COMMAND, EL· 
MENDORF AFB, ALASKA 

0-8: Charles W. Carson, Jr_ _____ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 

USAF SOUTHERN COMMAND 
ALBROOK AFB, PANAMA 

0-8: Arthur G. Salisbury ________ Commander_ _____ ___ ____________________ _ 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

0- 9: Daniel James, Jr ___________ Asst Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Prin Deputy. 

Defense Nuclear Agency: 
0-9: Warren D. Johnson _____ Director ______ _______ ____________________ _ 

Defense Supply Agency, Wash-
ington, D.C.: 

0-8: Joseph J. Cody, Jr_. ___ Deputy Director, Contract Administration 
Administrative Service. 

0-8: Donald H. Ross ________ Assistant Director, Plans, Programs and 
Systems. 

0-8: Abraham J. Dreiseszun_ Commander, Defense Personnel Support 
Center, Philadelphia, Pa. 

National Security Agency, Fort 
Meade, Md.: 

0-9: Lew Allen, Jr __________ Director_ ________________________________ _ 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

0-9: Louis T. Seith _____________ Director, Plans and Policy _________________ _ 
Central Treaty Org (CENTO) 

Ankara, Turkey: 
0-8: Colin C. Hamilton, Jr ___ Chief of Staff, Combined Military Planning 

North Atlantic Treaty Org (NA TO) 
Brussels, Belgium: 

Staff. 

0-10: Theodore R. Milton ___ NATO Military Commission (Mil Rep), U.S. 
Representative. 

Industrial College of the Armed 
Forces, Fort McNair, Washing-
ton, D.C.: 

0-8: Edward A. McGough Ill_ Dep Commandant_ _________________ ___ • ___ _ 

ALLIED COMMAND EUROPE 

Shape Hqs Casteau, Belgium: 
0-10: Russell E. Dougherty __ Chief of Staff ____ ____________________ _ , __ _ 
0- 8: William W. Wisman ___ _ Special Project Officer Static War Hqs _______ _ 
0-8: Richard F. Shaefer__ ___ Asst Chief of Staff, Operations _____________ _ 

Allied Forces Southern Europe 
(AIRSOUTH) Naples, Italy: 

0- 9: Joseph G. Wilson ______ Commander and Comdr, 16 AF_ _____ ____ ___ _ 
0-8: William H. Holt__ ______ Chief of Staff ____________________________ _ 

6 Allied Tactical AF, Izmir, 
Turkey: 

0-9: Sanford K. Moats ______ Commander.·-----------------------------
Allied Forces Cen Europe (AF 

CENT) Brunsum, Holland: 
0-8: William E. Byran, Jr_ __ Dep C/S Opns and lnte'-------------------

Allied Forces Northern Europe 
(AF-North) Kolsaas, Norway: 

0-8: Kendall S. Young __________ Air Deputy ______________________________ _ 

Projected 
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EUROPEAN COMMAND, VAi-
HENGEN, GERMANY 

0-10: George J. Eade ___________ Deputy Commander in Chief. ______________ _ 
0-8: Edward Ratkovich _________ Director, Intelligence ______________________ _ 
0-8: William R. Hayes __________ Deputy Director, Logistics _________________ _ 
0-8: Foster l. Smith ____________ Director, Plans and Policy _________________ _ 
Military Assistance Advisory 

Group (MAAG), Rome, Italy: 
0-8: George M. Johnson, Jr__ Chief. ___________ ------------------------

Military Assistance Advisory 
Group (MAAG), Iran: 

0-8: Devol Brett __ --------- Chief. ___ ----------------------------- __ _ 

JOINT NORTH AMERICAN AIR 
DEFENSE COMMAND (NARAD) 
AND CONTINENTAL AIR DE
FENSE COMMAND (CONAD) 
ENT AFB, COLO. 

0-10: Lucius D. Clay, Jr _________ Commander in Chief and Comdr, Air Defense 
Command, ADC. 

0-8: John M. McNabb ______ DCS/lntelligence _________________________ _ 
0-8: James E. Paschall _____ DCS/Plans and Programs __________________ _ 

21 NORAD (CONAD) Region 
Hancock Field N.Y.: 

0-8: Ray M. Robison, Jr _____ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 
24 NORAD (CONAD) Region 

Malmstrom AFB, Mont.: 
0-8: Lawrence J. Fleming ___ Commander_ ____________________________ _ 

25 NORAD (CONAD) Region 
McChord AFB, Wash.: 0-8: Jack K. Gamble _______ Commander _____________________________ _ 

PACIFIC COMMAND, PEARL 
HARBOR, HAWAII 

0-9: William G. Moore, Jr_ ______ Chief of Staff ____________________________ _ 
0-8: Eugene F. Tighe, Jr ________ DCS/lntelligence _________________________ _ 
0-8: Lawrence F. Tanberg _______ Inspector General ________________________ _ 
U.S. Support Activities Group 

(USSAG) Nakhon Phanom air
port, Thailand: 

0-10: Timothy F. O'Keefe ___ Comdr, USSAG and Comdr, 7 AF ___________ _ 
UN Command/U.S. Forces, Seoul, 

Korea: 0-9: John R. Murphy _______ Chief of Staff ____________________________ _ 
Military Assistance Advisory 

Group (MAAG) Taipei, Taiwan: 
0-8: Slade Nash ___________ Chief. __ ---------------------------------

ALASKAN COMMAND, ELMEN-
MENDORF AFB, ALASKA 

0-9: James C. Sherrill_--------- Commander in Chief and Commander Alaskan 
NORAD RGN. 

U.S. READINESS COMMAND, 
MACDILL AFB, FLA. 

0-9: Ernest C. Hardin, Jr__ ______ Dep Commander in Chiet__ ________________ _ 
0-8: Woodard E. Davis, Jr_ ______ Director, Plans and Policy _________________ _ 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 Grade and name of officer 

U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND, 
QUARRY HEIGHTS, PANAMA 

Position of officer 

3 0-8: John B. Henry, Jr__ ________ Chief of Staff ____________________________ _ 
1 Miscellaneous: t 0-8: Walter R. Tkach _______ Surgeon to the President, Washington, D.C __ _ 

CH IEFOFSTAFF, USAF, WASH-
1 NGTON, D.C. 

0-10: George S. Brown _________ Chief of Staff, USAF ______________________ _ 
0-10: Richard H. Ellis __________ Vice Chief of Staff, USAF __________________ _ 
0-9: Duward l. Crow ___________ Asst Vice Chief of Staff, USAF ______________ _ 
0-8: Homver I. lewis __________ Air Force Reserve Chief and Comdr _________ _ 
0-8: Roy M. Terry _____________ Chief of Chaplains ________________________ _ 
Comptroller of the Air Force: 

0-9: Joseph R. Deluca _____ Comptroller__ ____________________________ _ 
Asst Com pt for Audit and Comdr . 

AF Audit Agency, Norton AFB, ' 
Calif.: 

0-8: Henry Simon __________ Asst Comptroller _________________________ _ 

Inspector General: 
0-9: Gerald W. Johnson _____ Inspector General. _______________________ _ 

Deputy Inspector General, Norton 
AFB, Calif.: 

0-8: Ernest T. Cragg _______ Dep IG for Inspection and Safety and Comdr. 

Surgeon General: 
AF Inspection and Safety Center. 

0-9: Robert A. Patterson ____ Surgeon General, USAF_-------------------
0-8: Maxwell W. Steel, Jr ___ Dep. Surg. General. _______________________ _ 

Deputy Chief of Staff/Personnel: 
0-9: John W. Roberts _______ DCS/Personnet__ _________________________ _ 
0-8: Ray M. Cole_--------- Asst DCS/PersonneL _____________________ _ 

AF Military Personnel Center, 
Randolph AFB, Tex.: 

0-8: Travis R. McNeil__ _____ Asst DCS/Personnel for Mil Pers and Comdr, 
AF Military Personnel Center. 

Deputy Chief of Staff/Plans and 
Operations: 

0-8: James E. Hill_ _________ Asst DCS/Plans and Operations ____________ _ 
0-8: Charles I. Bennett, Jr__ Dep Director of Plans _____________________ _ 

AF Test and Evaluation Center, 
Kirtland AFB, N. Mex.: 

0-8: John J. Burns _________ Commander _____________________________ _ 
Deputy Chief of Staff/Programs 

and Resources: 
0-9: Goerge S. Boylan, Jr_ __ DCS/Programs and Resources ______________ _ 
0-8: William W. Berg _______ Asst DCS/Programs and Resources _________ _ 
0-8: James A. Hill_ ________ Dir of Programs __________________________ _ 
0-8: Maurice R. Reilly ______ Dir of Civil Engineering ___________________ _ 

Deputy Chief of Staff/Systems and 
logistics: 

0-9: William W. Snavely ____ DCS/Systems and Logistics ________________ _ 
Deputy Chief of Staff/Research 

and Development: 
0-9: William J. Evans ______ DCS/Research and Development__ __________ _ 
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1 Nominated for promotion to major general on Feb. 6, 1974. 

Note: The above allocation leaves 11 enlisted aide authorizations for brigadier generals. The 
specific 0-7 positions will be designated at a later date. There are no enlisted aides on standby or 
in training. The above list represents general officer positions and incumbents as of Jan. 25, 1974, 

including known projected reassignments and retirements as of that date. Also included are 11 
major general nominees expected to be promoted when confirmed by the Senate. Actual alloca
tions on June 30, 1974, could vary due to retirements, reassignments, promotions or transfers to/ 
from public quarters. 

Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0-10: Cushman, Robert E., Jr ____ Commandant of the Marine Corps, Washing-
ton, D.C. 

0-10: Anderson, Earl[_ _________ Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
Washington, D.C. 

0-9: Robinson, Wallace H., Jr_ ___ Director, Defense Supply Agency, Alexandria, 
Va. 

0-9: Axtell, George C ___________ Commanding General, Fleet Marine Force, 
Atlantic, Norfolk, Va. 

0-9: Keller, Robert p ___________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Develop-
ment and Education Command, Quantico, 
Va. 

0-9: Lahue, Foster C ____________ Chief of Staff, Headquarters Marine Corps, 
Washington, D.C. 

0-9: Wilson, Louis H., Jr-------- Commanding General, Fleet Marine Force, 
Pacific, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

0-9: Seckington, Herbert L_ _____ Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans and Operations, 
Headquarters Marine Corps, Washington, 
D.C. 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0-8: Mclaughlin, John N ________ Commanding General, 4th Marine Division, 
Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

0-8: Fegan, Joseph C., Jr_ ______ Commanding General, Marine Corps Recruit 
Depot, San Diego, Calif. 

0-8: Brown, Leslie E ___________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Air 
Station, Cherry Point, N.C. 

0-8: Miller, Thomas H., Jr__ _____ Commanding General, 2d Marine Aircraft 
Wing, Cherry Point, N.C. 

0-8: Barrow, Robert H __________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Recruit 
Depot, Parris Island, S.C. 

0- 8: Houghton, Kenneth J_ ______ Commanding General, 1st Marine Division, 
Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

0-8: Bohn, Robert D ____________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, 
• Camp Lejeune, N.C. 

0-8: Jones, James R ____________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Supply 
Activity, Philadelphia, Pa. 

0-8: Snowden, Lawrence F_ _____ Chief of Staff, U.S. Forces, Japan, Honshu, 
Japan. 

Projected 
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enlisted 
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS-Continued 

Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0- 7: Taylor, Robert W __________ Commanding General, 3d Marine Aircraft 
Wing, El Toro, Calif. 

0- 7: Lanagan, William H., Jr _____ Commanding General, 2d Marine Division, 
Camp Lejeune, N.C. 

0- 7: Berge, James H., Jr_ _______ Commanding General, 4th Marine Aircraft 
Wing, Glenview, Ill. 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
June 30, 1974 Grade and name of officer Position of officer 

0- 7: Nichols, Robert L ______ ___ Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, 
Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

0- 7: Quinn, William R __________ Commanding General, Marine Corps Air 
Station, El Toro, Calif. 

Projected 
authorized/ 

assigned 
enlisted 

aides as of 
1une 30, 1974 

Note: The Marine Corps will have no public quarters enlisted aides in training or a stand-by status. No such assignments are reflected in the above listing and no such assignments are 
uthorized. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, per
haps my colleagues would be interested 
in knowing how many servants are 
located in their States. 

It will only take a minute to list them. 
Alabama has 8, Alaska 4, Arizona 2, Cali
fornia 39, Colorado 17, Kansas 4, Ken
tucky 3, Louisiana 7, Maryland 21, 
Massachusetts 3, Michigan 2, Minnesota 
1, Mississippi 2, Missouri 2, Montana 1, 
Nebraska 15, Nevada 1, New Jersey 7, 
New Mexico 4, New York 11, North Caro
lina 8, Ohio 15, Oklahoma 1, Pennsyl
vania 4, Rhode Island 3, South Carolina 
4, Tennessee 1, Texas 22, Utah 1, Virginia 
50, Washington 4, and the District of 
Columbia with 189. Any unmentioned 
States, such as Wisconsin, have none. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of military servants by 
State be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

OFFICERS AND SERVANTS ASSIGNED 

ALABAMA 

Felix M. Rogers, 2. 
James V. Hartinger, 1. 
John P. Flynn, 1. 
Vincent H . Ellis, 1. 
William J. Maddox, Jr., 1. 
Bates C. Burnell, 1. 
Albert R. Escola, 1. 

ALASKA 

Charles W. Carson, Jr., 1. 
James C. Sherrill, 2. 
Sidney M: Marks, 1. 

ARIZONA 

Jack A. Albright, 1. 
Harry H. Hiestand, 1. 

ARKANSAS 

None. 
CALIFORNIA 

William F. Pitts, 2. 
Charles F. Minter, Sr., 1. 
John W. Pauly, 1. 
John F. Gonge, 1. 
Ralph S. Saunders, 1. 
Howard M. Lane, 1. 
Jessup D. Lowe, 1. 
George W. McLaughlin, 1. 
Henry Simon, 1. 
Gerald W. Johnson, 2. 
Ernest T. Cragg, 1. 
Omar N. Bradley, 3. 
Elvy B. Roberts, 2. 
Robert G. Gard, Jr., 1. 
Albert E. Milloy, 1. 
Orvil C. Metheny, 1. 
Robert M. Mullens, 1. 
Joseph B. Starker, 1. 
George S. Woodard, Jr., 1. 
Robert S. Salzer, 2. 
Robert B. Baldwin, 2. 
Mason B. Freeman, 1. 
Fillmore B. Gllkeson, 1. 

Mark W . Woods, 1. 
Martin D. Carmody, 1. 
Ward S. M111er, 1. 
John N. McLaughlin, 1. 
Joseph C. Fegan, Jr., 1. 
Kenneth J . Houghton, 1. 
Robert W. Taylor, 1. 
Robert L. Nichols, 1. 
William R. Quinn, 1. 

COLORADO 

Charles C. Pattillo, 1. 
Royal N. Baker . 2 . 
Kenneth C. Demp~ler, 1. 
Otir. c. Moore, 1. 
Albert P. Clarl:e, 3. 
Lucius D. Clay, Jr .. 3. 
John M. McNabb, 1. 
James E. Paschall, 1. 
James F'. Hamlet, 1. 
Raymond P. Murphy, 1. 
John K. Singlau'.l, 1. 
James A. Wier, 1. 

CONNECTICUl' 
None. 

D::l:LAWARE 
None. 

FLORIDA. 

Henry B. Kucheman, Jr., 1 
Kenneth R. Chapman, 1 
Ernest C. Hardin, Jr., 2. 
Woodard E. Davis, Jr., 1. 
Bruce Palmer, Jr., 3. 
John S. Lebson , 1. 
Malcolm W. Cagle, 2. 

GEORGU. 

Robert E. Hails, 1. 
Earl 0. Anderson, 1. 
Walter T. Kerwin, Jr., 3. 
Donn R. Pepke, 2. 
Salve H. Matheson, 1. 
Charles R. Myer. 1. 
Thomas M. Tarpley, 1. 

HAWAII 

John W. Vogt, Jr., 3. 
Carlos :j.\1:. Talbott, 2. 
Winton W. Marshall, 1. 
Ralph T. Holland, 1. 
William G. Moore, Jr., 2. 
Eugene F. Tighe, Jr., 1. 
Lawrence F. Tanberg, 1. 
Carl W. Hughes, 1. 
Robert M. MacKlnnon, 1. 
Andrew J. Gates, 1. 
Maurice F. Weisner, 3. 
William T. Rapp, 2. 
William R. St. George, 2. 
Parker B. Armstrong, 1. 
Frank 0. McMullen, Jr., 1. 
Richard A. Paddock, 1. 
Louis H. Wilson, Jr., 2. 

IDAHO 
None. 

ILLINOIS 

Paul K. Carleton, 3. 
Jay T . Robbins, 2. 
William A. Dietrick, 1. 
Alden G. Glauch, 1. 
Thomas A. Aldrlck, 1. 
Warner E. Newby, 1. 
Frank W. Elliott, Jr., 1. 

William B. Fulton, 1. 
John C. Raaen, Jr., 1. 
James C. Smith, 1. 
John D. H. Kane, Jr. , 1. 
James H. Berge, Jr., 1. 

INDIANA 

Eugene J. Forrester. 1. 

IOWA 
None. 

KANSAS 

John H. Cushman, 2. 
Gordon J. Duguemin, 1. 
Dennis D. McAuliffe, 1. 

KENTUCKY 

Sidney B. Berry, 1. 
William S. Coleman, 1. 
Donn A. Starry, 1. 

LOUISIANA 

Richard M. Hoban, 2. 
Eugene A. Steffes, Jr., 1. 
Charles E. Sragin, 1. 
Damon W. Cooper, 2. 
Robert E. Riera, 1. 

MAINE 
None. 

MARYLA•ND 

Samuel C. Phillips, 3. 
John B. Hudson, 2. 
Vernon R. Turner. 1. 
Robert T. Marsh, 1. 
Lew Allen, Jr., 2. 
Glenn D. Walker, 2. 
William H. Blakefield, 1. 
Charles P. Brown, 1. 
Herbert E. Wolff, 1. 
Lloyd J. Faul, 1. 
Albert Redman, Jr., 1. 
W1111am P. Mack, 4. 
Roy M. Isa.man, 1. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Albert R. Shiely, Jr., 1. 
Morgan G. Reseburough, 1. 
Richard E. Rumble, 1. 

MICHIGAN 

Robert J. Baer, 1. 
Joseph E. Pieklik, 1. 

MINNESOTA 

Thomas H. Barfield, 1. 
MISSISSIPPI 

Bryan M. Shotts, 1. 
Charles C. Noble, 1. 

MISSOURI 

Frank A. Hinrichs, 1. 
Robert P. Young, 1. 

MONTANA 

Lawrence J. Fleming, 1. 
NEBRASKA 

John C. Mayer, 3. 
James M. Keek, 2. 
Martin 0. Colla.day, 1. 
Ray B. Sitton, 1. 
Edgar S. Harris, Jr., 1. 
Andrew B. Anderson, Jr., 1. 
Eugene L. Hudson, 1. 
Harry M. Darmstandles, 1. 
John R. Hinton, Jr., 1. 
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Bllly J. Ellis, 1. 
Gerald E. MUler, 2. 

NEVADA 

Gordon F. Blood, 1. 
NEW HAMPSHmE 

None. 
NEW JERSEY 

Lester T. Kearney, Jr., 1. 
Albert B. Crawford, Jr., 1. 
Hugh P. Foster, Jr., 1. 
Thomas V. Greer, 1. 
Harold A. Kissinger, 1. 
Patrick W. Powers, 1. 
Dorward W. Ogden, Jr., 1. 

NEW MEXICO 

Thomas W. Morgan, 1. 
Donald G. Nunn, 1. 
John R. Burns, 1. 
Arthur H. Sweeney, Jr., 1. 

NEW YORK 

Ray M. Robinson, Jr., 1. 
William A. Knowlton, 3. 
Richard H. Groves, 1. 
Oliver D. Street III, 1. 
Philip R. Feir, 1. 
Richard C. Morton, 1. 
Joseph P. Moorer, 2. 
William M. Pugh II, 1. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Richard J. Seitz, 2. 
Frederick J. Kroesen, Jr., 1. 
Michael D. Healy, 1. 
Leslie E. Brown, 1. 
Thomas H. Miller, Jr., 1. 
Robert D. Bohn, 1. 
William H. Canagan, Jr., 1. 

NORTH DAKOTA 
None. 

OHIO 

James T. Stewart, 2. 
Douglas T. Nelson, 1. 
Benjamin N. Bellls, 1. 
Abner B. Martin, 1. 
Jack J. Catton, 3. 
Edmund F. O'Connor, 2. 
George Rhodes, 1. 
Edward A. Rafalko, 1. 
James A. Bailey, 1. 
Herbert J. Gavin, 1. 
Frank J. Simokaitis, 1. 

OKLAHOMA 

David E. Ott, 1. 
OREGON 

None. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Franklin M. Davis, Jr., 2. 
Joseph L. Coleman, 1. 
James R. Jones, 1. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Stansfield Turner, 3. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

James D. Hughes, 1. 
Robert C. Hixon, 1. 
Graham Ta.hies, 1. 
Robert H. Barrow, 1. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
None. 

TENNESSEE 

Albert M. Sackett, 1. 
TEXAS 

Robert W. Maloy, 1. 
William V. McBride, 2. 
Alton D. Slay, 1. 
Robert L. Petit, 1. 
George E. Schafer, 1. 
William A. Jack, 1. 
Walter T. Galligan, 1. 
Travis R. McNeil, 1. 
Allen M. Burdett, Jr., 2. 
George P. Seneff, Jr., 2. 
Robert L. Fair, 1. 
C. J. Levan, 1. 
Spurgeon H. Neel, Jr., 1. 
Robert M. Shoemaker, 1. 
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Winant Sidle, 1. 
Edward H. Vogel, Jr., 1. 
Robert M. Hardaway III, 1. 
Herbert J. McChrystal, Jr., 1. 
James Ferris, 1. 

UTAH 

Bryce Poe II, 1. 

VERMONT 

None. 
VIRGINIA 

Robert J. Dixon, 3. 
Dale S. Sweat, 2. 
James A. McKnight, Jr., 1. 
William E. DePuy, 3. 
Henry A. Miley, Jr., 3. 
Walter P. Leber, 2. 
Orwin C. Talbott, 2. 
Woodrow W. Vaughan, 2. 
Jack C. Fuson, 1. 
George A. Godding, 1. 
Edwin M. Graham, J.x., 1. 
Harold G. Moore, 1. 
Harold R. Parfitt, 1. 
Dean Van Lydegraf, 1. 
Elmer R. Ochs, 1. 
Ralph W. Cousins, 3. 
Frederick H. Michaelis, 2. 
Frank W. Vanroy, 2. 
Julien J. LeBourgeois, 2. 
Robert L. J. Long, 2. 
Douglas C. Plate, 2. 
John G. Finnesan, 2. 
Roy G. Anderson, 1. 
Julian T. Burke, Jr., 1. 
Ralph S. Wentworth, Jr., 1. 
Jeremiah A. Denton, Jr., 1. 
Wallace H. Robinson, Jr., 2. 
George C. Axtell, 2. 
Robert P. Keller, 2. 

WASHINGTON 

Jack K. Gamble, 1. 
John Q. Henion, 1. 
Wllliam H. Meroney, III, 1. 
Thomas E. Bass, III, 1. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

None. 
WISCONSIN 

None. 
WYOMING 

None. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

John D. Wemel, 2. 
Raymond E. Peet, 2. 
Harold E. Shear, 2. 
Frederick J. Hartinger II, 2. 
David H. Bagley, 2. 
George C. Talley, Jr., 2. 
William D. Houser, 2. 
Frank H. Price, Jr., 2. 
W1lliam J. Moran, 2. 
Marmaduke G. Bayne, 2. 
Kenneth R. Wheeler, 2. 
Donald L. Custis, 2. 
Thomas B. Hayward, 2. 
Thomas R. Wesehler, 2. 
Oliver H. Perry, Jr., 2. 
Arthur G. Esel, 1. 
Edwin K. Snyder, 2. 
Earl F. Reeta.nus, 2 
Robert E. Cushman, Jr., 5. 
Earl E. Anderson, 3. 
Foster C. Lahue, 2. 
Herbert L. Beekington, 2. 
Creighton W. Abrams, 5. 
Frederick C. Weyand, 3. 
Donald H. Cowles, 2. 
Phlllip B. Davidson, Jr., 2. 
John R. Deane, Jr., 2. 
Edward M. Glanagan, Jr., 2. 
Wllliam C. Gribble, Jr., 2. 
Fred Kosnet, Jr., 2. 
Herron N. Maples, 2. 
William W. Potts, 2. 
Bernard W. Rogers, 2. 
Edward C. Rowney, 2. 
Richard R. Taylor, 2. 
Vernon A. Walters, 2. 
Walter J. Woolwine, 2. 

Harold R. Aaron, 1. 
George S. Beatty, Jr., 1. 
Robert Bernstein, 1. 
Frederick E. Davison, 1. 
Henry R. DelMar, 1. 
Thomas H. Tackaberry, 1. 
Thomas H. Moorer, 5. 
Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., 5. 
Isaac C. Kidd, Jr., 3. 
James L. Holloway III, 3. 
Vincent de Poix, 2. 
Eugene P. Wilkinson, 2. 
Jerome H. King, Jr., 2. 
John L. Locke, 1. 
Daniel James, Jr., 2. 
Warren D. Johnson, 2. 
Joseph J. Cody, Jr., 1. 
Donald H. Ross, 1. 
Abraham J. Dreiseszun, 1. 
Louis T. Seith, 2. 
Colin C. Hamilton, Jr., 1. 
Theodore R. Milton, 3. 
Edward A. McGough III. 1. 
Walter R. Tkach, 1. 
George S. Brown, 5. 
Richard H. Ellis, 3. 
Duward L. Crow, 2. 
Homer I. Lewis, 1. 
Roy M. Terry, 1. 
Joseph R. Deluca, 2. 
Robert A. Patterson, 2. 
Maxwell, W. Steel, Jr., l. 
John W. Roberts, 2. 
Ray M. Cole, 1. 
James E. Hill, 1. 
Charles I. Bennett, Jr., 1. 
George S. Boylan, Jr., 2. 
William W. Berg, 1. 
James A. Hill, 1. 
Maurice R. Reilly, 1. 
William W. Snavely, 2 . 
W1lliam J. Evans, 2. 

BELGIUM 

Russell E . Dougherty, 3. 
William W. Wisman, 1. 
Richard F. Shaefer, 1. 
Walter E. Lotz, Jr., 2. 
George G. Cantlay, 1. 
Charles S. Minter, Jr., 2. 

BRAZIL 

Maurice W. Kendall, 1. 
Carl T. Hanson, 1. 

CAMBODIA 

Wllliam W. Palmer, I. 
ENGLAND 

Evan W. Rosencrans, 1. 
Worth H. Bagley, 3. 
William H. Livingston, 1. 

ETHIOPIA 

Harold D. Yow, 1. 

EUROPE 

Arthur J. Gregg, 1. 
Andrew J. Goodpastor, 3. 
Melvin Zais, 3. 
George S. Blanchard, 2. 
Arthur S. Collins, 2. 
William R. Desobry, 2. 
John D. McLaughlin, 2. 
John Norton, 2. 
Howard W. Penney, 2. 
James W . Sutherland, Jr., 2. 
Robert C. Taber, 2. 
Jonathon R. Burton, 1. 
Thomas E. Fitzpatrick, Jr., 1. 
William R. Kraft, Jr., 1. 
Joseph C. McDonough, 1. 
Rolland V. Heiser, 1. 
Sam S. Walker, 1. 
Clay T. Buckingham, 1. 
Wallace H. Nutting, 1. 
Milton E . Key, 1. 
Wlllard Latham, 1. 
James A. Munson, 1. 
Wlllard W. Scott, 1. 
Charles R. Sniffin, 1. 
Robert D. Stevenson, 1. 
Richard W. Swenson, 1. 
Orvllle L. Tobiason, 1. 
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EUROPE--Continued 

Charles M. Hall, 1. 
John G. Appel, 1. 
George S. Patton, 1. 

GERMANY 
David C. Jones, 3. 
Louis K. Wilson, Jr., 2. 
Wilbur L. Creech, 1. 
Edwin W. Robertson II, 1. 
John C. Giraudo, 1. 
George J. Eade, 3. 
Edward Ratkovich, 1. 
William R. Hayes, 1. 
Foster L. Smith, 1. 
Michael S. Davidson, 3. 
William W. Cobb, 1. 
Jack J. Wagstaff, 1. 
James W. Nance, 1. 

GREECE 
Carles W. Ryder, Jr., 1. 
Frederick C. Turner, 1. 

GUAM 
George H. McKee, 2. 
George S. Morrison, 1. 

HOLLAND 
William E. Bryan, Jr., 1. 

ICELAND 
Samuel M. Cooley, Jr.,~. 

IRAN 
Devol Brett, 1. 

ITALY 
Joseph G. Wilson, 2. 
William W. Holt, 1. 
George M. Johnson, Jr., 1. 
Wilber H. Vinson, Jr., 1. 
Means Johnston, Jr., 3. 
Daniel J. Murphy, 2. 
Pierre N. Charbonnet, Jr., 1. 

JAPAN 
Robert E. Pursley, 2. 
Edward P. McNeff, 1. 
Welborn G. Dolvin, 2. 
George P. Steele II, 2. 
James D. Donaldson, Jr., 1. 
William H. Rogers, 1. 
Lawrence F. Snowden, 1. 

KOREA 
John R. Murphy, 2. 
Richard G. Stilwell, 3. 
James F. Hollingsworth, 2. 
Richard T. Knowles, 2. 
Hubert S. Cunningham, 1. 
Henry E. Emerson, 1. 
Wllliam E. McCleod, 1. 
John J. Koehler, Jr., 1. 
Frederick C. Krause, 1. 
Henry S. Morgan, Jr., 1. 

NORWAY 
Kendall S. Young, 1. 

OKINAWA 
Bert A. David, 1. 

PACIFIC 
Donald V. Bennett, 3. 
Robert R. W1lliams, 2. 
John R. Guthrie, 1. 
George L. Mabry, Jr., 1. 
Wilbur C. Weaver, 1. 

PANAMA 
Arthur G. Salisbury, 1. 
John B. Henry, Jr., 1. 
William B. Rosson, 3. 
Robert H. Blount, 1. 

PUERTO RICO 
James D. Ramage, 1. 

PHILIPPINES 
Leroy J. Manor, 1. 
Jack R. Sadler, 1. 
Doniphan B. Shelton, 1. 

PORTUGAL 
Robert B. Erly, 1. 

SPAIN 
Salvador E. Felices, 1. 

TAIWAN 
Slade Nash, 1. 
Phil1p A. Beshany, 2. 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 3, 1974 
THAILAND 

Jack Bellamy, 1. 
Timothy F. O'Keefe, 3. 
Ira A. Hunt, Jr., 1. 
Thomas W. Mellen, 1. 
John L. Osken, Jr., 1. 

TURKEY 
Arnold W. Braswell, 1. 
Sanford K. Moats, 2. 
Harris W. Hollis, 2. 
James V. Galloway, 1. 

VIETNAM 
John E. Murray, 1. 
Joseph R. Ulatoski, 1. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I also 
request unanimous consent that a list of 
U.S. military servants assigned to various 
foreign countries be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objections, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

MILITARY SERVANTS ASSIGNED 
BELGIUM 

Ofil.cers: Servants 
Russell E. Dougherty__________________ 3 
William W. Wisman___________________ 1 
Richard F. Shaefer-------------------- 1 
Walter E. Lotz, Jr______________________ 2 
George G. Cantlay _____________________ 1 
Charles S. Minter, Jr _______________ .___ 2 

BRAZIL 
Maurice W. KendalL__________________ 1 
Carl T. Hanson_______________________ 1 

CAMBODIA 
William W. Palmer ________________ . ___ _ 

ENGLAND 
Evan W. Rosencrams__________________ 1 
Worth H. Bagley_______________________ 3 
William H. Livingston__________________ 1 

ETHIOPIA 
Harold D. Yow________________________ 1 

EUROPE 
Arthur J. Gregg_______________________ 1 
Andrew J. Goodpastor------------------ 3 
Melvin Zais___________________________ 3 
George S. Blancha.rd___________________ 2 
Arthur S. Collins______________________ 2 
William R. Desobry____________________ 2 
John D. McLaughlin___________________ 2 
John Norton__________________________ 2 
Howard W. Penney____________________ 2 
James W. Sutherland, Jr_______________ 2 
Robert C. Taber---------------------- 2 
Jonathon R. Burton___________________ 1 
Thomas E. Fitzpatrick, Jr_____________ 1 
William R. Kraft, Jr__________________ 1 
Joseph C. McDonough ____ . ___ ~---------- 1 
Rolland V. Heiser---------------------- 1 
Sam S . Walker--------- ~-------------- 1 
Clay T. Buckingham___________________ 1 
Wallace H. Nutting____________________ 1 
Milton E. Key________________________ 1 
Willard Latham_______________________ 1 
James A. Munson_____________________ 1 
Willard W. Scott______________________ 1 
Charles R. Sniffin ________________ ._____ 1 
Robert D. Stevenson___________________ 1 
Richard W. Swenson__________________ 1 
Orville L. Tobiason---~---------------- 1 
Charles M. HalL_______________________ 1 

John G. AppeL------~---------------- 1 
George S. Patton______________________ 1 

GERMANY 
David C. Jones _______________________ _ 
Louis K. Wilson, Jr ___________________ _ 
Wilbur L. Creech _____________________ _ 

Edwin W. Robertson IL------~--------
John C. Giraudo _____________________ _ 
George J. Eade _______________________ _ 
Edward Ra'tkovich ____________________ _ 
William R. Hayes _____________________ _ 
Foster L. Smith ______________________ _ 
Michael S. Davidson __________________ _ 

3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
3 

William W. Cobb _____________________ _ 
JackJ. Wagstaff ____________________ :_ __ 
James W. Nance ______________________ _ 

GREECE 
Charles W. Ryder, Jr _______________ ___ _ 
Frederick C. Turner __________________ _ 

GUAM 
George H. McKee _____________________ _ 
George S. Morrison ___________________ _ 

HOLLAND 
William E. Bryan, Jr __________________ _ 

ICELAND 
Samuel M. Cooley, Jr _________________ _ 

IRAN 
Devol Brett __________________________ _ 

ITALY 
Joseph G. Wilson _____________________ _ 
William W. Holt ______________________ _ 
George M. Johnson, Jr ________________ _ 
Wilber H. Vinson, Jr __________________ _ 
Means Johnston, Jr ___________________ _ 
Daniel J. Murphy _______ ______________ _ 
Pierre N. Cha,rbonnet, Jr ______________ _ 

JAPAN 
Robert E. Pursley ______ ----------------
Edward P. McNeff ____________________ _ 
r -elborn G. Dolvin ___________________ _ 
George P. Steele IL ___________________ _ 
James D. Donaldson, Jr _______________ _ 
William H . Rogers ____________________ _ 
Lawrence F. Snowden _________________ _ 

KOREA 
John R. Murphy ______________________ _ 
Richard G. StilwelL __________________ _ 
James F . Hollingsworth _______________ _ 
Richard T. Knowles __________________ _ 
Hubert S. Cunningham _______________ _ 
Henry E. Emerson ____________________ _ 
William E. Mccleod ___________________ _ 
John J. Koehler, Jr ___________________ _ 
Frederick C. Krause ___________________ _ 
Henry S. Morgan, Jr __________________ _ 

NORWAY 
Kendall S. Young _____________________ 

1 
OKINAWA 

Bert A. David ___ _____________________ _ 

PACIFIC 
Donald V. Bennett_ __________________ _ 
Robert R. Williams ___________________ _ 
John R. Guthrie ______________________ _ 
GeorgeL.Mabry, Jr ___________________ _ 

Wilbur C. Weaver----------------------
PANAMA 

Arthur G. Salisbury __________________ _ 
John B. Henry, Jr ____________________ _ 
William B. Rosson ____________________ _ 

Robert H. Blount,----------------------

PUERTO RICO 
James D. Ramage--------------------.-

PHILLIPINES 
Leroy J. Manor _______________________ _ 
Jack R. Sadler _______________________ _ 
Doniphan B. Shelton _________________ _ 

PORTUGAL 

Robert B. ErlY------------------------

SPAIN 
Salvador E. Felices ____________________ _ 

TAIWAN Slade Nash ___________________________ _ 

Philip A. Beshany ____________________ _ 

THAILAND 
Jack Bellamy ________________________ _ 
Timothy F. O'Keefe ______ :_ ____________ _ 
Ira A. Hunt, Jr ___________ . ____________ _ 
Thomas W. Mellen ____________________ _ 
John L. Osken, Jr·---~ -- :. _____________ _ 

TURKEY 
Arnold W. BraswelL __________________ _ 
Sa.nfrod K. Moats ____________________ _ 
Harris W. Hollis ______________________ _ 
James V. Galloway ___________________ _ 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

2 
1 

1 

2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
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1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

3 
2 
1 
1 
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1 
3 
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1 
1 
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3 
1 
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VIETNAM 

John E. MurraY-----------------------
Joseph R. UlatoskL-------------------

THE MILITARY SERVANTS PROGRAM 

but that is the truth of the matter. The 
1 Navy used Chinese on board ship and in 
1 quarters during World War I. Now they 

use Filipinos. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, just 

how did this military servants program 
come about? Existing legislation does not 
establish the practice of providing 
servants to our generals and admirals. It 
is a custom that has grown out of hand. 
It is an administrative practice sancti
fied by time and acceptance. 

According to official regulations, en
listed aides are supposed to relieve the 
officer of minor details which if per
formed by the officer would be at the 
expense of his primary duties. The 
propriety of the duties involved is 
governed by the purpose they serve 
rather than the nature of the duties the 
Pentagon argues. 

This regulation means than an of
ficer can claim that any order serves a 
military purpose and then direct his 
servant to perform that duty. The deci
sion about whether or not this is a legiti
mate request is made by the officer. In 
effect he is asked to check on himself. 
You can imagine how effective a re
straint this is. 

Let me give you a recent example. 
Capt. Paul T. Corrigan, Commander of 
U.S. Naval Activities, Rota, Spain, had a 
servant by the name of Seaman Ubina. 
Seaman Ubina soon found he was also 
working for the captain's wife and 
children. 

One Sunday the captain's wife told 
Seaman Ubina, after church services: 

"Where have you been young man? I 
need you at the house right now, quick." 

Although this was his day off, Seaman 
Ubina worked that full day for a private 
party the family was putting on. He also 
worked on Saturday that weekend. 

Captain Corrigan became unhappy with 
Seaman Ubina when he dared complain 
about the working conditions and his re
quired service to the wife and children. 
Ubina asked to be transferred to other 
work and this was granted but not with
out a direct threat from the captain that 
he would not be able to enjoy a success
ful or productive career in the Navy. 

The good captain followed this up by 
not letting Ubina take the next promo
tion examination for which he had 
studied for 6 months. And there the 
situation rests. 

Now I ask any reasonable man. What 
chance does Seaman Ubina have against 
the Commander of U.S. Naval Activities 
in Rota. None. Not a chance. Not a 
prayer for justice. 

This is why the servant business is so 
despicable. 

It should be noted at this point that 
almost all the enlisted aides in the Navy 
are male Filipinos. The GAO found that 
the proportion was 98 percent. 

Why are these Navy positions held by 
Filipinos? What is the rationale here? I 
ask my colleagues to provide one for me. 
The unfortunate truth is that the Navy 
brass has quietly insisted on Filipinos for 
these positions. The brass has a racial 
stereotype that these men are more doc
ile and servant-like than other men. 
And easier to recruit for such positions. 

This is not a pretty picture to describe 
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It is time that these Filipinos be given 
the opportunities of all other men in the 
service of our country. No longer should 
they be subject to ill treatment such as 
with Seaman Ubina. After all we are 
dealing with human beings. But too often 
those in high rank forget that. 
JUSTIFICATION FOR HAVING MILITARY SERVANTS 

How does the Pentagon justify these 
military servants? Let us go into each 
argument and I will demonstrate just 
how sterile, just how unbelievable they 
are. 

The Pentagon makes the argument 
that 

1
military servants are necessary be

cause generals and admirals have duties 
affecting the welfare of millions of men 
and women. They are said to be respon
sible for billions of dollars in materials 
and Government funds. Therefore, these 
men should not be required to take care 
of their personal laundry, cars, food, and 
homes. 

Mr. President for those who would de
fend the use of military servants under 
this justification, I would ask do not Sen
ators and Congressmen have similar re
sponsibilities? Does not the Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the Air 
Force, Army or Navy have responsibili
ties as great? What about the Justices on 
the Supreme Court? 

Do mayors of this Nation's cities have 
large responsibilities? Do they not look 
after the welfare of millions and handle 
blllions of dollars in Government funds? 

And do they have servants provided to 
them at the expense of the taxpayers of 
the land? No, not one. 

Perhaps the supporters of the military 
servant program would be willing to in
troduce legislation to authorize military 
servants for all taxpayers who have great 
responsibilities and handle large sums of 
money. Why should Senators not have 
servants? 

The Pentagon also states that military 
servants are needed because these high
ranking officers work long hours. 

Now I ask you: Are generals and ad
mirals the only people in this country 
that work long hours? Do other citizens 
have to come home from a long day's 
work and do their own chores? Of course 
they do. 

The brass woulfi also have us believe 
that they need servants because of all 
the parties they have to put on. Think of 
that argument for a moment. Our mighty 
military machine demands servants be
cause it has so many parties to give. 
What kind of a defense force do we have 
on our hands? What war are we prepar
ing to win on the party circuit? Granted, 
sometimes official entertainment is re
quired, but let that come on a case-by
case basis from a manpower pool of some 
type. They do not need permanent serv
ants for parties, and if they do, some
thing is drastically wrong with our con· 
cept of military preparedness. 

The GAO found that generals and ad
mirals want servant,s because they claim 
their wives have to attend social and 
military functions rnd take part in civic 

duties and charity work and therefore 
they cannot do the housework. 

What makes military wives so special? 
Military wives are not the only women 
in this country that have social obliga
tions and take part in civic and charity 
work. And yet the other women of Amer
ica either manage to do their own house
work or pay for it out of the family budg
ets. At the same time their tax dollars 
go for free servants for the brass. Is 
that fair? 

The most recent argument in favor of 
military servants is that these unfortu
nate generals and admirals have the bad 
luck to be living in free housing. These 
spacious and sometimes quite elegant 
quarters need constant upkeep, the Pen
tagon states now. It is interesting to note 
that in the GAO questionnaire only 8 
percent of the officers made that argu
ment. Apparently it is now being em
phasized by the Pentagon regardless of 
what the questionnaire turned up. 

What other reasons have been given 
justifying military servants? Some gen
erals have said they were bachelors and 
needed the help because they had no 
wives. Some said they had to host wom
en's groups. Some said they were the 
only high-ranking officer in the . area. 
Some said they had to promote good 
community relations. Imagine that-
promoting good community relations by 
using taxpayers' money for their own 
private servants. 

Well, the list of justifications goes on 
and on and each succeeding one becomes 
more ridiculous than the last. The serv
ant program cannot be justified. That 
is the plain and simple answer. 

During the Civil War the servant issue 
was clearly resolved. Chapter 200, 12 
statute 594 provided: 

That whenever an oftlcer of the Army shall 
employ a soldier as his servant he shall for 
each and every month during which said sol
dier shall be employed deduct from his own 
monthly pay the full amount paid to or ex
pended by the government per month on ac· 
count of said soldier. 

If we had that law on the books today, 
you can bet that there would be no serv
ant program. There are servants be
cause the Pentagon provides servants 
free. We should return to the philosophy 
of the Civil War. Let the generals and 
admirals have servants if they want 
them. But make them pay for such serv
ice as other Americans have to. 

CHANGES IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS 

Mr. President, since I first talked on 
the subject well over a year ago, certain 
adjustments have been made in the serv
ant program. These adjustments were 
made over a protesting Pentagon. They 
were made at the insistence of Congress. 

First, the number of military servants 
was cut from 1,722 down to the present 
level of 675. 

Last year on this very blll, I offered 
an amendment similar to the one up to
day which would completely eliminate 
all military servants. Since the Armed 
Services Committee had not had a 
chance to study this issue, a compromise 
was struck reducing the level to 218. The 
vote was 73 to 9 in favor of reducing the 
number of servants to 218. Unfortu-
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nately, in conference this number was 
raised to 675. 

One year has gone by and the com
mittee has had a chance to consider the 
issue. Therefore, I am now proposing 
that the entire program be eliminated. 

Late in 1973 I asked the Secretary of 
Defense to make plans to phase out the 
servant program. The Department of 
Defense replied by saying that they will 
pursue consideration of all practical and 
appropriate alternatives within the level 
of effort authorized by the Congress. 

In other words, do not count on the 
Pentagon to do anything more in this 
area. It is up to Congress. 

In the interim, the Defense Depart
ment had issued new guidelines about 
using military servants. They said that 
servants no longer will be allowed to 
baby sit, take care of pets, repair private 
furnishings, repair motor vehicles or 
boats, wash and iron family clothes, 
chauffeur dependents for their personal 
benefit. 

This new regulation is a remarkable 
admission. Only last year the Pentagon 
was denying that any of these things 
happened. Now they have revised the 
regulations to prohibit those activities 
that never were to have happened in the 
first place. 

While the new regulations list a num
ber of prohibitions, the list of approved 
jobs is almost open ended. Servants still 
are required to assist in all phases of 
party planning and service. They still 
tend bar for private parties. They still 
chauffeur. They still act as butler and re
ceptionist. They still run errands. They 
still clean house. They still do the laun
dry. And except for the Marine Corps 
they still do gardening. In other words, 
they still are servants. Very little has 
changed. 

And of course, the decision as to 
whether or not an activity is proper un
der these regulations continues to remain 
the discretionary judgment of the officer 
giving the order. 

Mr. President, finally, we must have 
the strongest military force in the world. 
We need the best equipment, the best 
trained troops, the highest morale. 

The use of servants only preserves the 
ancient vestiges of a racist class system 
and in the process hurts the morale of 
enlisted men who take pride in being free 
men fighting for a free country, because, 
as I pointed out previously, in the Navy, 
for example, these personnel are almost 
entirely Filipinos. The Navy has effec
tively had a Policy of having Filipino 
servants. They consider them more docile 
and easier to use as servants--a terribly 
racist consequence. 

Some of these enlisted men actually 
were assigned to their servant duties 
even though the program is supposed to 
be voluntary. The GAO has confirmed 
this illegal detailing. 

We could propose new more restrictive 
legislation as to the use of military serv
ants. We could insist that violators of the 
regulations be reprimanded. We could 
demand that only volunteers be required 
to serve in such positions. We could hope 
that the problems will recede and that 
the Pentagon will do a better job in the 
tuture. 

But all of these alternatives would cir
cumvent the basic issue. This country 
should not be in the servant business. 
Generals and admirals are well paid ex
ecutives. They are no di:ff erent in many 
respects from the leading civilian execu
tives in the business world or in Govern
ment. They can afford to pay for their 
own servants if they want them. 

They have special out-of-pocket party 
funds of up to $5,000 a year for meeting 
the requirements of entertainment. And 
many bases provide contingency funds 
for such occasions. 

Why then should we allow this dis
grace to go on for 1 month longer? It 
should be stopped. We can do that with a 
positive vote on this amendment. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. PRO:Xl\URE. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HART. I had not anticipated hear

ing the Senator. Over the weekend I was 
told that the U.S. Naval Academy has a 
policy of longstanding, I am sure, of 
Filipinos serving midshipmen. 

If this is true, are we not permitting in 
at least that branch of the Defense Es
'tablishment almost the suggestion from 
the opening day of the Navy man's career 
that he can properly expect that kind of 
servant to be his reward upon the 
achievement of a certain rank? But, in 
the meantime, while he is in school we 
will provide them anyway. 

If this practice goes on-I would hope 
it does not-in other military academies, 
can we not indicate pretty clearly that is 
what he can expect when he gets four 
stars if you treat him that way when he 
is just carrying books? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is so 
right. I could not agree more. I think it 
is going to be a corrupting influence on 
the future admirals and leaders of the 
Navy of this country. 

What is more-and I am sure the Sen
ator from Michigan more than, perhaps, 
any Member of this body is aware-it is 
really so demeaning to the men them
selves who are serving as servants. 

The fact that they are Filipinos, the 
fact that they are a group that is selected 
for this purpose, makes it much worse 
than if they simply took rank and file en
listed personnel, bad as that would be, 
and the demeaning effect on the per
sonality and on the life of these men who 
serve in this capacity is one that I think 
we just cannot escape. 

Mr. HART. I agree. But let us not get 
led over a cliff on that. It may be that 
the Filipinos could not be happier, as we 
were told certain other groups in this 
country could not have been happier. But, 
whether happy or not, let us get rid of 
this practice. 

Mr. PROXMmE. I agree with the Sen
ator from Michigan. We have a number 
of letters from enlisted men themselves; 
we have letters from the GAO confirming 
that many of them are not happy at all. 
Many resent this service. They feel im
posed upon. They cannot get out of it 
without having their career in the Navy 
ruined because they are subjected to the 
jurisdiction of very high ranking officers. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. · 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
realize that this is a controversial subject 
and a matter that is greatly misunder
stood. I wish to make a few points here 
which I think might clarify the situation 
to some extent. 

Present law limits the services of en
listed aides to official duties of the re
spective general or flag ranking officer. 

Next, all segments of society have per
sonnel to perform certain supportive 
functions necessary to various positions. 
For instance, the Congress has sta:ff 
members to assist the Members of the 
Senate and the House in receiving visi
tors. 

High officials of executive agencies 
have aides to assist in the conduct of 
their duties. Businessmen and attorneys 
have aides to assist in various duties. 
Ambassadors and Foreign Service offi
cers have aides who assist in providing 
services to visitors, both foreign na
tionals and American citizens. 

I oppose enlisted aides being used for 
personal matters, but I feel that many of 
our higher ranking officials, certain 
three- and four-star generals and ad
mirals, need aides of some description to 
perform essential duties. 

I would ask the question: If enlisted 
aides are eliminated, then is it planned 
to eliminate officer aides next? 

Three- and four-star generals have 
served a long time before they attain this 
rank. They have tremendous responsi
bilities. They are corps commanders, 
Army commanders or have several armies 
under them, and it would not seem in
advisable to allow these people to have 
an enlisted aide to be of assistance to 
them, to relieve them of certain duties 
that they would have to perform them
selves. 

Mr. President, enlisted aides can usu
ally perform these functions at a lesser 
cost than civilians or high-ranking mili
tary personnel. 

It has been suggested that these men 
in uniform not perform these duties. But 
I heard an aide say once that the greatest 
experience he had was being around a 
four-star general; that he learned more 
than he would have learned in college; 
and he performed duties that helped him 
throughout his career. Merely the asso
ciation with these people, and in assist
ing them and relieving them of details in 
perf arming functions that the general 
would have had to do without the aide, 
was of tremendous benefit to the general 
and also tremendous benefit to the aide. 

Personally, I do not think aides ought 
to be personal aides, so to speak. But they 
ought to have official duties. However, 
they need these people, they need some 
enlisted aides, and they need officer aides. 
too. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I feel 
we are getting more for our money in 
taking some of · these details from the 
shoulders of these 3- and 4-star generals 
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and admirals than if we were to make 
them do these things themselves. 

To my way of thin.king, it is a good 
investment. It is not a matter of working 
people and degrading people. What bet
ter association could they have than an 
association with these intelligent people 
who worked their way up the ladder for 
30 years; highly educated people, peo
ple who make decisions that affect thou
sands and thousands of people; people 
who give orders upon which thousarids 
and thousands of troops will march at 
the giving of those orders. 

I think it is important that we be rea
sonable about this matter and not say 
that no general and no admiral can 
have anybody to assist him to perform 
certain duties which would leave him 
free to do the big things and make the 
big decisions and perform the big re
sponsibilities. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

This is partly a ceremonial function 
that these men perform as an aide. This 
comes down from George Washington, 
the first Commander in Chief of the 
Continental Army. He had these per
quisites, and every succeeding general 
or admiral in a comparable place or 
something below that comparable place 
of George Washington has had those 
perquisites. They have official duties to 
perform, they have official entertain
ment to perform. I am not making ex
cuses for them. You are not going to 
pollute them, not this easily anyway. 

But this is a part of the protocol. I 
am not very familiar with it. I am not a 
general, and I have not been around 
many generals, but I know this is a part 
of the protocol. It is a part of the per
quisites of these higher officers--and, 
by the way, they are mighty scarce 
down in Mississippi. We have only two 
down there. So this is not a local matter 
with me at all. We have some training 
bases for the Air Force, Army and Nayy; 
they have a lot of sunshiny days down 
there. But this is a serious matter, and 
this amendment just totally knocks all 
of them out, abolishes them as if it were 
something evil and sinful, which it is not 
at all. 

This aide service is something which 
encourages the wives to carry out their 
part all during these military careers, 
and they do have an essential part. It 
encourages them to perform their func
tions in the hopeful expectation of these 
promotions coming in time, and that 
they will have some of the things that 
go with the promotions. 

We can argue here till doomsday 
about the numbers, but my point is, let 
us not just abolish an institution. I do 
not know; I would settle for some num
ber. But I really do not want to see this 
thing just abolished as if it were a 
punishment on the military. 

By the way, all these men are not 
friends of mine, but with all the shift
ing around and everything all of a sud
den, we had to have a new chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and that called 
for a new Chief of Staff of the Air Force, 
and I do not know when I have been any 
more favorably impressed than I have 
been with the new men who were sent in 

to fill those highly responsible roles. 
Their training started away back. One 
was a nonacademy man, made Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force. 

All their record of attainment, their 
reasoning-I remember what Senator 
Carl Hayden told me when I first came 
to the Senate. He said: 

Spend your first two years learning ~ow to 
be a Senator. 

They have spent all these 20-odd years 
learning how to be top o:fficers. and I was 
proud of them and I predict for both 
outstanding accomplishments. 

Now the Senator would come along 
and jerk the rug out from under them 
here, and they would not have anything 
to help them carry on. Every Senator on 
this floor who has taken part in the 
debate on this bill has had an aide here 
with him, if not two or three. Why? We 
have to have them. That is why they 
are here. They perform a highly im
portant function. A Senator who tries to 
do everything himself is not much of a 
Senator. 

We have some abuse of this privilege, 
but all of our officers~ now, are going to 
have to do all this entertaining and all 
this protocol and everything else, and 
if their wives have to do it all, we are 
going to find a great letdown-a great 
letdown, a diminution of interest and in 
the attractiveness of the office. 

I just hope the Senate will not adopt 
this amendment. Let us not kill this 
thing that does have a meaning-not 
much to us, maybe, but it certainly 
means a lot to them. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has 18 minutes. 
The Senator from Wisconsin has 15 min
utes. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 9 minutes to the 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I do not 
think I need that much time. I would 
like to just go back over, briefly, the his
tory of this particular effort by the Sen
ator from Wisconsin, because I think he 
has made a very diligent effort here, and 
he has Pointed out some flaws in the sys
tem as it previously existed. 

Until December 1972, there were 1,722 
enlisted aides assigned in all services. In 
May of 1973, the Secretary of Defense 
reduced the authorization to 1,245, to be 
effective March 1, 1974. 

In consideration of the fiscal year 1974 
authorization bill, there was a ceiling es
tablished of 1,105 aides. I believe that 
was in the House Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Finally, in the House report accom
panied by the authorization bill, a fiscal 
year 1974 ceiling of 675 was established 
by Congress. That was the result of a 
compromise between the House commit
tee number of 1,105 and the bill as passed 
by the Senate last year, which contained 
an effective ceiling of 218. 

So right now, Mr. President, we have 
a ceiling of 675. This represents a reduc
tion in an 18-month period, of 61 percent, 
or 1,047. The amendment that the Sen
ator from Wisconsin has now proposed 
is not an effort to reduce it further; it 
is an effort to knock it completely out. 

down to zero, down to not one single 
enlisted aide for the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff who hopefully will 
be confirmed in the next few days. We 
had him before the committee today. 
Not one single aide for the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force, not one single aide for 
the Chief of Naval Operations, and not 
one single aide for the Chief of Staff of 
the Army, who is now in the hospital. 
So this is not an effort to effect a reduc
tion, but an effort to go down to zero. 
I think that is something the Senate 
should keep in mind. 

One thing the Senator from Wisconsin 
said, and I would like some clarification 
on this particular point because it is 
contradictory to the amendment itself, 
is that there ought to be some kind of 
pool, with a certain number of people in 
it, to perform these duties. 

Mr. President, I would like to propose 
a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin which would 
provide exactly that. I would like to go 
back to the language of the Senate com
promise last year, which was approved 
overwhelmingly, and which, by the way, 
resulted in a dramatic reduction from 
the House-proposed number of 1,105 
down to a compromise in conference of 
675. 

This amendment in the nature of a 
substitute which I shall off er after time 
on the amendment has expired would be 
the exact amendment passed last year 
by the Senate by a vote of 73 to 9. I think 
it would comply with the effort of the 
amendment of the Senator from Wis
consin to reduce to a great degree the 
abuse that has obviously taken place, but 
not seek to go completely down to zero, 
because there are certain cases, as the 
Senator from South Carolina and the 
Senator from Mississippi have enumer
ated, where enlisted aides are essential 
and necessary. 

I am not defending the present num
ber or the age-old practice, but I am 
saying, as the Senator from Wisconsin 
has said, that we need to have some kind 
of pool here, and this amendment would, 
in effect, provide for a ceiling of 218. 
This, as I say, would be in the nature of 
a substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? Maybe we can work 
something out. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Prior to our discus
sion on the Senate floor, we had an infor
mal discussion, and I told the Senator I 
was reluctant to modify my amendment 
in accordance with his suggestion. But I 
wonder if it would be possible to modify 
the pending amendment a little to pro
vide that there be a pool out of which 
these men could be assigned for specific 
purposes to assist with entertainment 
functions and that kind of thing. 

What concerns me is that these men 
are assigned to a particular, specific ad
miral or general, and assigned to him as 
a man-servant, for 4, or 5, or 6 years, or 
even more. This seems to me to be what is 
fundamentally wrong with the system. 
I see the Senator's objections, and I 
realize there are heavy entertainment 
responsibilities, and so forth, but it would 
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seem to me that if we could agree on a 
pool, we might have quite a different sit
uation than with the present problem 
of an admiral more or less owning, in ef
fect, an aide. 

I might point out also to the distin
guished Senator that this aide does not 
perform the kind of functions our staff 
assistants do. The admirals have cap
tains, lieutenant commanders, and full 
lieutenants to do the speech writing, 
the clerical work, the mail answer
ing, and so forth. That official service to 
me is fine; no one objects to that. We 
are talking about washing the dishes, 
cleaning the house, gardening, chauf
feuring, and that type of responsibility. 

•Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator pre
sents a good argument, and I do not of
fer any rebuttal to it. I would like to take 
a look at any kind of modification lan
guage the Senator might have, and have 
an opportunity to study it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in conclud

ing my brief remarks, perhaps we can 
get together on some kind of language 
that would be satisfactory. The substitute 
that I had planned to offer would cut 
the overall ceiling down to 218. This 
would be a reduction, a substantial reduc
tion, from the present number of 675, 
and I think that it would accomplish the 
purpose that the Senator from Wisconsin 
has in mind without necessarily slapping 
in the face every high-ranking general 
and admiral that we have in the service 
today. I would certainly agree to look at 
any other language the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) might have in 
mind for that purpose. 

At this time, unless someone wants me 
to yield to them, and I would be glad to 
do so, otherwise I would like to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, just act
in~ on the spur of the moment here, I 
commend the Senator from Wisconsin 
for being willing to do something about 
this thing, stopping short of cutting it 
out altogether. The Senator from Geor
gia, the two of them together, have made 
a mighty appealing suggestion to me. 
To give them a chance to go to work on 
the language, we might have a quorum 
call here, to be charged to each side, and 
if they disagree on any language, we 
could let the matter go over until tomor
row; and if they have not agreed, then 
we would have 10 minutes to a side and 
then vote on it. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator withhold that request for a moment? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Michigan such time as 
he may need to make his proposition. 

Mr. HART. If the Senator from Mis
sissippi will temporarily withhold, as I 
understand it, there are two concerns. 
One is with respect to the number of 
Army, Navy, and airmen who will be put 
into a pool to do certain things for high
ranking officers. That is a numerical 
problem. The second problem is to 
make it clear that those functions shall 
not be assigned to them, such as, for 
example, cutting grass or washing dishes. 
That is the second aspect. I hope they 
attempt to respond to both of them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JOHNSTON). Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request for a call of 
the quorum? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will 
state it this way, if I may restate it. I 
ask unanimous consent to suggest the 
absence of a quorum with the time to be 
charged to each side. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi withhold 
for a moment? I would like to make a 
few comments while the two Senators 
are conferring. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I probably will 
not take that long. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
do not understand the concern of the 
Senator from Michigan relative to the 
various ~ks to be assigned to enlisted 
men. While I recognize that the GAO 
has discovered, whether rightly or 
wrongly-and I do not have the faith in 
that office that some of my other col
leagues have-that not all the enlisted 
people volunteer-in fact, I know that 
they do not-I would like to say that my 
experience shows most of these jobs are 
eagerly sought after by enlisted men who 
like to moonlight-not just moonlight 
for the extra buck that might be in it, 
but for the extra good food., the occa
sional "nip" that can be had on the side, 
and the chance to serve someone they 
may have great respect for and want to 
serve. 

I would hate to see language come 
out that would preclude enlisted men 
from accepting an offer made by a gen
eral officer, an offer that would mean not 
only a little more prestige in the ranks 
but also a little more income for him. 

I believe that this should be pretty 
much left up to the enlisted men. While 
it is probably true that some are assigned, 
it has been my experience that these 
jobs are eagerly sought after. So that I 
would hope we would not make it impos
sible for an enlisted man who, in effect, 
wants to moonlight like that, to be able 
to do so. 

These are the only comments I have 
to make on the amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator from Arizona yield on my 
time-and I will yield myself a couple 
of minutes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to do 
so. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. AB I understand it, 
these are not moonlighters in the sense 
that they get extra money by working for 
a general or an admiral. I would have 
no objection to that. That should be en
couraged. That is a good way for an 
enlisted man to pick up some extra 
money and enables the general or the 
admiral to get the nelp that they may 
need. That is good. 

What I object to, and what the amend
ment is designed to prevent, is the per
manent, full-time assignment of an en
listed man to a general or an admiral. 
Many of these enlisted men serve 

throughout their naval or military ca
reers working simply as a servant and 
that is all they do. That is their full
time job. 

It is that kind of thing that is wrong 
especially when they belong to a particu
lar general or a particular admiral and 
are assigned to them on a permanent 
basis. 

What we are trying to work out is a 
PoOl so that when these men are as
signed, it will be on a temporary basis 
and for a particular function. In addi
tion, any time a general or an admiral 
wants to hire extra assistance, of course 
he is free to do that with the enlisted 
personnel. There is nothing in this 
amendment that would prevent that. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad to have 
that assurance. However, I should like to 
ask the Senator one question. What 
would it do to the Filipinos who now 
serve the White House and the Naval 
Academy? This is a full-time job with 
them although they carry enlisted rank. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is right. 
That is another problem. But they would 
not be assigned by this amendment, be
cause they are not on the permanent 
staff of a general or an admiral. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct, 
but they are on the permanent staff of 
our Commander in Chief. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Commander in 
Chief is not covered by this amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad to hear 
that. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, in fairness 
to the Senator from Arizona, before he 
arrived in the Chamber I had expressed 
some dismay, I guess, that we still do 
that and provide those facilities. I hope 
sooner or later that we will fix that. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I would 
suggest the absence of a quorum with the 
understanding that the time will be 
charged to each side. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Mississippi 
withhold that for a moment. And will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia ls recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi
dent, I appreciate the Senator's yielding 
to me. AB you know I am a member ot 
the Armed Services Committee and cer
tainly want our Armed Forces to be sec
ond to no nation in the world. It ls es
sential that we retain our military 
strength. However, where fat exists, 
whether in the military or in one of the 
executive departments of the Govern
ment, we must eliminate that fat. To 
have unnecessary expenditures in any 
department of Government, I believe, 
weakens our defense system. 

We have a Defense budget for the com
ing fiscal year of approximately $87 
billion and personnel costs are estimated 
to increase under that budget from 57 to 
58 percent. 

I am concerned about the continued 
increase in the cost of personnel. It seems 
to be in the national interest to look into 
every department of Government and see 
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where we can eliminate waste. That 
should include the Department of De
fense. 

Mr. President, I believe that the argu
ment made by the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin does have merit. While I 
would hope that some compromise will 
be reached on the matter, a compromise 
that will be carried to the other body by 
the conference committee and not be 
weakened in conference, I see no more 
need for the military to have servants 
than top officials in the civilian part of 
the Government. 

I would therefore hope that we can 
eliminate the concept of any Govern
ment official having servants at taxpay
ers expense. 

I therefore commend the distinguished 
Senator for the argument that he has 
made here. While I hate to disagree with 
the leadership of my own committee, 
I am inclined to support the amendment 
of the Senator from Wisconsin unless 
some compromise is reached. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent--because I under
stand that with the time limitation, I 
have to do so in order to modify my 
amendment--to modify my amendment 
to add at the end the fallowing clause: 

Except for 218 such enlisted men assigned 
on a temporary basis by the Secretary of De
fense to meet official responsibllities. 

What that would do would be to com
promise with the suggestion by the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
NUNN) the notion that there would still 
be 218 men available; but they would 
not be assigned to specific, particular 
admirals or generals. They would simplY 
be available to be assigned on a tempo
rary basis to meet official and I stress 
official responsibilities. That would meet 
my principal purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOT!'. Mr. Pres
ident, reserving the right to object, I 
wonder if the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services and 
the distinguished ranking member might 
indicate whether they would press for 
this amendment that is offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin or 
whether it might be compromised away 
in the conference between the two bodies. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, the Senate conferees al

ways press, in every way they know how, 
for the Senate bill as passed, and that 
includes all amendments-big and small 
and important--and all amendmen~ are 
important. There is no question about 
that. I do not think I could assure the 
Senator any further. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. With that 
assurance, Mr. President, I withdraw my 
reservation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
has expressed my view. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification of the 
amendment? The Chair hears none, and 
the amendment is so modified. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Mississippi wishes to yield 

back the remainder of his time, I will 
yield back the remainder of my time, and 
we can have a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 min
ute. 

Mr. President, I think the Senators 
have worked out not a compromise but 
a very fine amendment that has some 
substance, and I am going to support it. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan such time as he may re
quire. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I inquire of 
the coauthors of the amendment their 
concept, their intentions, their definition 
of "official duty." 

We have been talking about the bur
den of entertainment, much of which is 
official. But there is also the casual house 
servant activity that some of these men 
heretofore have been engaged in, such as 
cutting the grass. 

We know human nature, and it might 
be that a general would feel that he is 
going to have friends in tonight and the 
grass has to be cut this afternoon, and 
that is pretty official. That is not my 
notion of the function and the purpose 
of any man in the military. That gentle
man can do what some of us do--hire a 
man Qr, as others do, cut the grass him
self. If he is faced with big decisions, he 
has to let the grass wait. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I appreciate the 
Senator's question. I think the clarifica
tion will be of great help in providing 
for an amendment that means some
thing and is effective. 

I would say, for example, that official 
business and official respansibilities 
would refer to entertainment at parties 
Which are official parties, to which other 
officials are invited, not private parties. 
I would say that chauffeuring would be 
an official responsibility that would be 
necessary and proper. But duties such 
as cleaning the house or doing the laun
dry or doing gardening or serving ait 
strictly private parties is obviously and 
clearly not official. 

Mr. HART. When the Senator Indi
cated that chauffeuring would be offi
cial, he intended to ref er to chauffeuring 
the officer around, not the family. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Exactly. Chauffeur
ing the officer on his official duties, not 
chauffeuring anybody else in the family 
and not chauffeuring the officer for pur
poses not related to the officer's duties. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, I do not want to see 

this thing whittled away just by colloquy 
on the :floor of the Senate. We still live 
in a time when someone has to cut the 
grass. That may be what is the matter 
with America now, that too many of us 
want the other fellow to cut the grass 
and wash the dishes. 

I see the electric dishwashers. All one 
has to do is to pre& a button. How is 
anyone going to help at an official func
tion if we are going to exclude washing 
the dishes? 

I do not think we ought to whittle this 
away. This language has a meaning. No 
one has to go into the Army now. They 
are all volunteers. That is true of the 
other services. 

Mr. PROXMmE. I agree that if any 

of these functions are performed at an 
om.cial affair of any kind, or for such an 
affair, obviously the Senator is correct. 
Someone has to serve the drinks and 
wash the dishes and clean up, serve the 
food, prepare the food for official func
tions. All of that would be official. But 
if this is done simply for the om.cer and 
his family, and personal friends, I would 
say it is not in accordance with the 
amendments. The officer and his family 
are free to hire outside help, or they can 
do it themselves. 

It seems to me that this modification 
meets the only really legitimate require
ment that the admiral or the general 
may have for a servant, because he has 
extraordinary responsibilities, and un
der those circumstances the military 
servant should be authorized to serve. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. It ts going to be almost 

impossible for us to define on the :floor 
of the Senate the precise nature of every 
detail as to what is official, but I think 
that the spirit of this dialog certainly 
should be taken into consideration by 
the Department of Defense. I would 
think that, looking at legislative history, 
the momentum that this particular move 
has had over the past 2 years, the Sec
retary of Defense would do well to in
terpret this strictly, so that it does not 
become an excuse for one loophole after 
another. 

I refer the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from Wisconsin to a let
ter from Assistant Secretary of Defense 
William K. Brehm to Chairman HEBERT 
of the House Armed Services Commit
tee. Mr. Brehm indicates in his letter 
some of the alternatives that have been 
looked at and says that there is an effort 
in DOD to go into this. 

Rather than trying to define precisely 
the word "official,'' we should leave that 
to the judgment of the DOD and let them 
consider the dialog that has taken place 
here and the fact that there is a genuine 
interest 1n this matter on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from Mr. William K. Brehm, As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Man
power and Reserve Affairs, dated Febru
ary 4, 1974, to Chairman HEBERT. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.O., February 4, 1974. 

Hon. F. EDWARD HEBERT, 
Ghatrman, Committee on Armed Services, 

House of Representatives, Washtngton, 
D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: This 1s to advise you 
of the current status of the enlisted aide 
program. Although the Congress has already 
significantly reduced the aide program by 
establishing a celling of 675 aides, we have 
reviewed the program to try to identify al
ternatives that could feasibly reduce further 
the number of enlisted aides. 

In December 1972, there were 1722 enlisted 
aides assigned 1n all Services. In May 1973, 
the Secretary of Defense reduced the authori
zation to 1245, to be effective March 1, 1974. 
The HASC, in its consideration of the FY 
1974 Authorization Bill, established a celling 
of 1105 a.ides. Finally, in the Conference Re· 
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port accompanying the Authorization BUI, a 
FY 1974 celling of 675 was established by the 
Congress. In sum, the number of enlisted 
aides is being reduced by 1047 or 61 % over 
an 18-month period. Under the 1105 ceiling 
established by your Committee, all genera.ls 
and admirals occupying public quarters 
would have had at lea.st one enlisted aide. 
Under the 675 celling, it wlll not be possible 
to authorize one aide to each general or ad
miral occupying public quarters. 

Our review reaffirmed that the majority 
of public quarters occupied by general and 
flag otncers are old and large, and assist
ance is required for their ca.re and upkeep. 
Also, many general and flag officer represen
tational requirements a.re such that these 
otncers need assistance. The HASC report on 
the FY 74 Authorization Bill recognized the 
validity of both of these requirements. Along 
wlth essential external representations, gen
era.ls and admirals seek to enhance morale 
and interpersonal communications within 
the military community by hosting appro
priate social gatherings. These functions re
quire assistance in quarters. The basic prob
lem ts how best to provide the required as
sistance. Our review concluded that enlisted 
aides can best provide this support. Com
patib111ty with military environment, flexi
b111ty in work scheduling, and adaptabUity -;;o 
varied duties are the more obvious advan
tages of using enlisted aides. The uncertain 
availab1llty of qual1fled personnel on the 
civilian market and the inherent limitations 
regarding irregular workloads and knowledge 
of mllitary customs, protocol and procedures 
make the use of civ111an personnel less ad
vantageous. In arriving at this general con
clusion, alternatives for reducing the num
ber of enlisted aides have been considered. 
These alternatives included: (1) replacement 
of old and large quarters, (2) use of civll
ian personnel including Civil Service, and 
( 3) personal hire by genera.ls and admirals 
through an increased compensation system. 

Replacement of the old and large general/ 
flag officer public quarters is not a realistic 
approach. It would be extremely costly, take 
considerable time to accomplish, and would 
not result in an immediate reduction in 
number of aides. Also, the DoD recognizes 
that primary efforts should be directed to
ward providing family housing for famllies 
of enlisted personnel and junior officers. 

The employment of Civil Service person·· 
nel is a possible approach since there 1s no 
known legal bar to their employment as 
aides. Within the level authorized by the 
Congress, we plan to explore further the 
practicality of using Civil Service personnel 
(perhaps wage boa.rd employees) in lieu of 
enlisted aides. In examining this option, we 
will seek to determine the type of duties that 
could best be performed by civ111an person
nel. In addition, consideration will be given 
to expanded use, as appropriate, of direct
hire or indirect-hire foreign national em· 
ployees in lieu of military enlisted aides 
overseas. Should this course of action be de
termined feasible, we would, of course, seek 
the prior approval of both the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees. 

The personal hire of individuals by gen
eral/flag otncers who would be compensated 
with a personal money allowance or by re
imbursement also has some potential. This 
would require specific statutory authority. 
Consideration will be given to requesting 
such statutory authority when the practi
cality of using civllia.ns, as discussed above, 
has been determined. 

In summary, general and flag omcers in 
public quarters often need '68Sistance to 
care for those quarters and to meet repre
sentationa.l responsib111ties. While there ap
pear to be no reasonable actions that can 
be ta.ken immediately to reduce the number 
of enlisted aides beyond the 61 % reduction 
already in progress, there might be other 

means of reducing enlisted aides that can be 
implemented in the future. DoD will pur
sue consideration of all practical and ap
propriate alternatives within the level of 
effort authorized by the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM K. BREHM. 

Mr. PROXMmE. I think the Senator's 
suggestion is very reasonable, except that 
I would not want to leave this completely 
to the judgment of the DOD, based on 
past performance, because they did pro
vide regulations that no servants will any 
longer be allowed to babysit, take care 
of pets, but they permit them to do 
laundry and gardening and clean house. 

The spirit of the suggestion of the 
Senator from Georgia, that "oftlcial" be 
construed strictly, would eliminate the 
kind of functions we have been discuss
ing, unless they are directly connected 
with an oftlcial party or atfair. 

Mr. NUNN. I do not disagree with that. 
The Secretary of Defense would have to 
determine what an oftlcial party or af ... 
fair is. I do believe that the legislative 
history indicates the Senator's intention 
in this matter, and it is the Senator 
from Wisconsin's amendment. I believe 
that the Secretary has been put on notice 
that the Senator from Wisconsin expects 
a rather studious approach to this matter 
and that frivolous activity is to be cut 
out. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, if the 

Senator from Mississippi will yield back 
the remainder of his time, I will yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment, as 
modified. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FuLBRIGHT), the Senator from Ha
waii <Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from 
Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD), the Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. McINTYRE), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. SPARK
MAN), the Senator from California <Mr. 
TUNNEY), the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN), the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHURCH), the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON). the Senator 
from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY), and the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. MONDALE) 
are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Utah <Mr. Moss) is absent on o:m
cial business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. McINTYRE) would vota 
"yen.'' 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. BucK-

LEY), the Senator from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS), the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) , and the Senator from Ore
gon <Mr. PACKWOOD) are necessarily ab
sent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BARTLETT) and the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON) 
are absent attending a funeral. 

The result was announced-yeas 73, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[No. 222 Leg.] 

YEAS-73 
Abourezk Fong 
Aiken Gravel 
Allen Griffin 
Bayh Gurney 
Beall Hart 
Bible Hartke 
Biden Haskell 
Brooke Hatfield 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry P., Jr. Hruska 
Byrd, Robert c. Huddleston 
cannon Hughes 
Case Humphrey 
Chiles Jackson 
Clark Johnston 
Cook Long 
Cotton Magnuson 
Curtis McClellan 
Dole McGee 
Domenic! McGovern 
Dominick Metcalf 
Eagleton Metzenba.um 
Eastland Montoya 
Ervin Muskie 

Fannin 
Goldwater 

NAYS-4 

Hansen 

Nelson 
Nunn 
Pa.store 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

WllliamL. 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

McClure 

NOT VOTING-23 
Balter 
Bartlett 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Buckley 
Church 

Cranston 
Fulbright 
Hathaway 
Inouye 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
Mathias 

Mcintyre 
Mondale 
Moss 
Packwood 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Tunney 

So Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment No. 
1370, as modified, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1378 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read the amendment as fol
lows: 

On page 17, between lines 20 and 21, in
sert a new section as follows: 

"SEc. 703. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no funds appropriated. pur
suant to this or any other act may be used 
for the purpose of carrying out research. 
testing, ... " 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There will 
be order in the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
will ask the clerk to reread the amend
ment, because it is an important one. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read the amendment, as follows: 

On page 17, between lines 20 and 21, in, 
sert a new section as follows: 

"SEC. 703. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no funds appropriated pur• 
suant to this or any other act may be used 
tor the purpose of carrying out research, test-
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Ing, and/or evaluation of poisonous gases, 
radioactive materials, poisonous chemicals, 
biological or chemical warfare a.gents upon 
dogs." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on this amend
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I will 

take just a few minutes. I am offering 
this amendment, because there is a hue 
and cry in this country protesting what 
the Department of Defense is doing in 
relation to testing and evaluating 
polSonous gases, radioactive material, 
poisonous chemicals, germ warfare 
agents, and nerve gas on dogs. The mili
tary branches are continuing to use dogs 
extensively in "gas test progra.ms" even 
though the public and Congress have 
complained about such research. 

Now the U.S. Army, Edgewood Arsenal, 
Md., is advertising for 450 beagle pup
pies to be used to test poison gases. 

I want to say, jocularly, that I served 
an administration in which beagle pup
pies were in the news. I remember when 
the President was scolded for picking 
one up by the ears. Here the Pentagon 
is using them for testing of poisonous 
gases or other materials. 

Now I will be more serious. 
An Army spakesman has replied to 

complaints about the Edgewood Arsenal 
use of beagle puppies by saying, "The 
dogs will not be exposed to nerve gas." 
The issue is not whether the dogs will be 
used to test war chemicals or not. The 
issue is the appalling nature of the suf
fering which the dogs must experience 
in tests of radioactivity and other "non
weapon" poisonous gases. 

Beagles have frequently been used in 
various kinds of gas tests by the U.S. 
Army and U.S. Air Force. Just last fall 
the Air Force advertised their intent to 
purchase a supply of beagles to test the 
"effects of fluorocarbons, frezone, me
yl hydrazine, carbon monoxide, and 
hydrogen cyanide." All of the animals will 
be tested with these poisonous gases 
until they have died from the effects of 
the fumes. Why beagles? The answer 
given by the Department of Defense is 
that they are an "inexpensive, purebred 
animal." 

Well, now, I may be a poor witness for 
this case, because I am prejudiced, but 
I had a beagle and her name was "Lady," 
and I am not about ready to serve in 
the U.S. Senate and let Lady's name be 
desecrated by the U.S. Army's testing of 
poisonous gases on beagle dogs. 

Furthermore, it is just an outright 
shame that the Army and the Defense 
Department continue this kind of in
humane practice. I am the author of the 
humane slaughter bill · in the Congress 
of the United States, and I remember 
protests saying they could not have that 
kind of legislation, that you just could 
not change what was going on in the 
slaughterhouse; but we did. 

I hope to get the Senate to remind 
the Army, the Air ·Force, and other 
branches of the service that there are 
better ways of testing gases and radio-

active particles than doing it upon dogs 
that are the pets of millions of children 
and their families in this country. 

The DOD argues that its testing pro
cedure is humane. It says that the dogs 
are "debarked" before the experiments 
through "a simple operation in which a 
small piece of cartilage is removed from 
their vocal cords." It is not clear whether 
elminating the dog's ability to bark is 
for the sake of the dogs or for the sake 
of the laboratory technicians who have 
to work with them. 

Mr. President, what is it that makes 
it more humane when you debark a dog? 
The pain is there, the suffering, and the 
inhumanity of it all. 

The procedure of testing and evaluat
ing poisonous gases may be described as 
"humane" by DOD, but the results are 
devastatingly cruel. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the end of 
my remarks the scientific description of 
the behavioral changes, signs of illness, 
and finally death of beagles used in a 
test of MEA, a poisonous ' industrial 
chemical, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the scien
tific description was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the American Industrial Hygiene 

Journal, vol. 21, 1960, p. 374) 
THE EFFECTS OF CONTINUOUS EXPOSURE TO 

ANIMALS TO ETHANOLAMINE VAPOR 

(By Morris H. Weeks, et al) 
"The effects noted in three dogs (Nos. 177, 

179 and 180) exposed to 102 ppm MEA for 
30 days were qu1te marked. At this con
centration MEA condensed on all surfaces 
causing the pelt to become wet, matted, and 
greasy. On the first day of exposure dogs 
showed immediate discomfort by an uneasy 
demeanor, scratching the chamber· door, 
looking for rescue, panting, muzzle llcking, 
and vigorous head-shaking. Within a few 
hours they were sallvating and vomiting. 
They became progressively more restless and 
quarrelsome, fighting between periods of 
qulet. Within 24 hours of initiation of ex
posure aJ.l were depressed. Attempts to at
tract their attention by knocking on the 
chamber door (normally enough for enthu
siastic response) produced no response other 
than eye shifting. Their apathy and depres
sion progressed to lethargy in 48 hours. Their 
appetites were immediately affected, im
proved somewhat after three days, but were 
not good any time during exposure. Their 
feces began to soften on the sixth day and 
this condi•tion progressed to diarrhea by the 
eighth day, but improved by the eighteenth 
day. 

"Two dogs (Nos. 179, 180) developed moist 
rales by the middle of the second week. This 
was associated with a low-grade fever 103-
1040), which ran a course of a.bout two weeks. 
On several occasions dog No. 179 seemed 
moribund but recovered each time until the 
25th day, when death occurred. Leg muscle 
tremors were noted in the dogs after about 
seventy hours; these increased variably in 
severity during the exposure. 

"Headshaking by the animals at ·the begin· 
ning of the exposure contributed to hema
tomas {blood blisters) at the base of the 
ears and edema (swelllng) at the ear mar
gins. Though headsha.king stopped after the 
fourth day, most of the ear margin tissue 
was necrotic (rotted) at the end of the ex
periments. The skin around the scrotum and 

sternum (genital organ and breast) became 
raw and sensitive about the fourth day of 
exposure. At these and other points, this 
condition gradually progressed to ulceration; 
by the ninth day the ulcers were covered by 
a thick black eschar (dead tissue) . Sooth
ing ointment did not seem to relleve the ir
ritation. The areas of ulceration were (1) 
body-to-fioor contact regions (sternum. 
scrotum, foot pads), (2) poorly aerated a.rea.s 
(major skin folds over joints, between toes, 
and under ears), and (3) skin tension areas 
(a.round eyes, nose). The feet of the two 
heavier dogs (Nos. 179 and 180) became so 
sensitive that they would not voluntarily 
walk. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, when 
Senators read that, they will be ashamed 
that they ever permitted this Govern
ment to indulge in such things. 

Some time back we had a Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare which 
permitted people 1n Tuskegee to endure 
the ravages of syph1lis simply because 
they wanted to see what would happen 
in the name of research. We have stopped 
that kind of inhumanity, and we are 
going to stop this one, too. 

My amendment will provide the De
partment of Defense with a clear direc
tive to stop the use of dogs for the testing 
of radioactive materials, poisonous chem
icals and gases, and biological germ war
fare agents. 

As a matter of fact, we ought not to be 
testing these agents anyway. We have 
signed conventions and treaties to do 
away with most of the products that are 
used in what we call national security, 
gases, biological warfare. 

How bad can we get? Not only have we 
signed treaties that eliminate the use of 
these weapons, but now we continue to 
test them and use a defenseless animal, 
an animal that has brought joy and hap
piness to millions of people. When we talk 
about dogs, we are not talking about rats 
and mice; we are talking about house
hold pets. 

I do not know how the rest of the 
Senate feels, but if the Department of 
Defense is so hard up for research tech
niques that it has to advertise for 450 
beagle puppies to conduct its research, 
then we had better close down the re
search. 

I do not have anything more to say 
except that I ask Senators to join me in 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would it be 

possible for us to agree to put this vote 
over until tomorrow? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Surely. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. A good many 

Senators on both sides of the aisle had 
been told there would not be any more 
rollcall votes today. Had I known that 
the distinguished Senator desired a roll
call vote, I would have alerted them in 
a different manner. But for their protec
tion, if we can agree on a time to vote 
tomorrow, I would be grateful. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the 
majority whip that it is perfectly agree
able with me. As a matter of fact, I 
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brought this amendment up at this hour 
because I know it is not the most basic 
amendment on the bill, but it is a matter 
of some concern to me personally. I feel 
very strongly about it. But I thought 
we could dispose of it, take care of it as 
quickly as we could, and then get down 
to the more substantive provisions of this 
bill. But tomorrow, if the Senator can 
arrange a time, I am prepared at any 
time to vote on the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

ORDER FOR LIMITATION ON M'GOVERN 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I ask the 
distinguished chairman of the committee 
and the distinguished ranking Member 
on the other side of the aisle whether the 
following agreement is satisfactory with 
them? I would ask unanimous consent 
that, if it is agreeable with the Senator 
from Minnesota and other Senators, 
there be a time limitation on the amend
ment by Mr. McGOVERN, amendment No. 
1347, of 45 minutes to the side; that the 
Senate convene tomorrow at 10 o'clock; 
that at 10:30 the Senate resume the con
sideration of the pending bill, at which 
time the amendment by Mr. McGOVERN 
will be before the Senate, and the time 
on his amendment, totaling 1 hour and 
a half, will then begin to run; that upon 
the disposition of the amendment by Mr. 
McGOVERN, the third amendment by Mr. 
PROXMIRE, No. 1369, be made the pending 
question, on which there will be a limita
tion of 3 hours to be equally divided; and 
that upon the disposit' ;m of that amend
ment, the Senate then resume the con
sideration of the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
HUMPHREY). 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I obtain the 
attention of the majority whip and that 
of the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) . 

I asked for the yeas and nays. My in
terest is not to see whether we would 
have a number of rollcalls. I am inter
ested in the legislation. I would be per
fectly willing to ask that the yeas and 
nays request be rescinded by showing 
that we were going to have a favorable 
vote here. I note that we would have been 
able to get a favorable vote, and I just 
wondered how the chairman of the com
mittee felt. How does the chairman of 
the committee feel about this? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I 
may respond, I have not had any 
chanc~I do not think anyone has had 
any chanc~to look into this matter at 
all. I feel that there is no alternative of
fered here. I feel that it ought to be 
looked into at least so that we can see 
what the services say about lt. I would 
want time to present their view and, 
perhaps, the view of others, too. 

I do not think here, late today, in view 
of what has been said, in e:ff ect, that we 
were not going to have any more votes, 
that we ought to vote on it now. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was not seeking 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. STENNIS. I understand that. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the 

majority whip that the Senator worked 
it out the way he wishes. I shall not 
press for the yeas and nays tonight, but 
anytime tomorrow, we could do it the 
first thing in the morning so far as I am 
concerned. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I say to 
the distinguished Senator that the Sen
ator from South Dakota had been as
sured his amendment would be the first 
order of business tomorrow; the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) had 
been told that his would follow the dis
position of the amendment by the Sen
ator from South Dakota, and it was only 
for those reasons that I suggest that the 
Senator from Minnesota's amendment 
would come up third tomorrow. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is agreeable 
to me. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota coming after those other 
amendments. Fifteen minutes to each 
side. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I modify my 

request accordingly, allowing 15 min
utes to each side on the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the 
unanimous-consent request is approved. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 1347. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 7, after line 23, add a new title as 
follows: 
"TITLE VII-ECONOMIC CONVERSION 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
"SEC. 701. (a) There ls hereby established 

within the Department of Defense an omce 
to be known as the omce of Economic Ad
justment (hereinafter in this section referred 
to as the •omce'). It shall be the function of 
the omce to carry out the provisions of this 
title, under the supervision and control of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

"(b) There shall be at the head of the Of
fice an omcer to be known as the Director of 
the Office of Economic Adjustment (herein
after in this section referred to as the 'Di· 
rector'). The Director shall be appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

"SEC. 702. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated during the fiscal ye811' ending 
June 30, 1975, the sum of $100,000,000 for the 
purpose of conducting economic conversion 
demonstration projects under this title. 

"(b) Any contractor shall be eligible to 
participate in an economic conversion demon
stration project under this title if such con
tractor, within the preceding twelve-month 
period, had in effect one or more contracts 
or subcontracts providing for the perform
ance of services or the furnishing of mater1als 
or equipment for the Department of Defense, 
the total value of such contracts or subcon
tracts exceeded $10,000,000, and such con
tracts or subcontracts were completed, can
celed or reduced, without replacement by 
similar contracts or subcontracts to produce 
a net reduction equal to more than 25 per 
centum. of the dollar value of the contractor's 
business with the Department of Defense. 

"SEC. 703. (a) Economic conversion demon
stration projects under this title shall in
clude the development and implementation 
by the contractor of a plan for ut111zing plant, 
equipment, and personnel previously utilized 
in performing defense contracts or subcon
tracts in one or more of the following enter
prises: 

"(1) fuel emcient transportation systems, 
including mass transit and rail transporta• 
tion systems; 

"(2) construction of moderately priced 
housing; or 

"(3) the development of any product or 
equipment or the sale of any service utiliz
ing a. new method or technology that wlll 
conserve fuels or other material in short 
supply or that will increase the feasibllity of 
recycling any material in short supply. 

"(b) Priority shall be given under this title 
to supporting economic demonstration 
projects that will: 

" ( 1) ut1112.e, to the greatest extent prac
ticable, the existing equipment, facllties, and 
employees of a contractor: 

"(2) have the greatest promise of long
term economic viabllity: 

"(3) utilize or develop technologies that 
conserve fuel or other materials in short 
supply; 

"(3) utilize or develop technologies that 
conserve fuel or other materials in short 
supply; 

"(4) pursue unique products, technology, 
or production methods that are not direct 
competition with busines that are not eligible 
for assistance under this title; and 

"(5) be located in areas with an unem
ployment rate of 8 percentum. or greater or 
which are likely to become 8 per centum 
or greater as a. consequence of the curtail
ment or cancellation of a defense contract. 

"SEC. 704. In carrying out the provisions 
of this title the Director is authorized to: 

"(1) make grants to any eligible contrac
tor sumcient to cover up to 50 per centum 
of the cost of planning any economic con
version demonstration project: 

"(2) make or guarantee low-interest, long
term loans for the purpose of assisting any 
eligible contractor to carry out an economic 
conversion demonstration project: 

•• ( 3) provide technical and managerial 
assistance to any eligible contractor to assist 
such contract.or t.o plan or carry out an 
economic conversion demonstration project; 
and 

"(4) prescribe such terms and conditions 
on assistance provided under the title as 
may be necessary to protect the interests of 
the United States and insure the success of 
the program authorized by this title. 

"SEC. 705. In performing the duties as
signed by this title, the Director ls authorized 
to: 

"(l) employ on a temporary basis, or con
trast with, private firms or individuals with 
expertise which may be helpful in finding 
solutions to specific economic adjustment 
problems: 

"(2) secure the assistance of other Federal 
agencies which admlnlster economic develop
ment programs or conduct activities which 
might utllize the facl11ties or employ the 
manpower of contractors ellglble for assist
ance under this title; and 

"(3) transfer the authority to use funds 
provided under this title to the Secretary of 
Transportation, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, or to the head of 
any other department or agency of the 
Federal Government which has an opera
tional program that would be useful in the 
planning and implementation of economic 
conversion demonstration projects." 

On page 8, line 1, strike out "TITLE VII" 
and insert in Ueu thereof "TITLE vm". 

Remember section 701 as section 801. 
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

there will be no more rollcall votes today.

The PRESID

ING O

FFICER. W

ithout

objection, the amendment of the Senator

from W

isconsin is te

mporarily laid aside,

and th

e Senate w

ill p

roceed to

 consider

the amendment of the 

Senator from

South Dakota.

Mr. M

cGOVERN. While w

e have Sen-

ators on the floor, I ask 

for the yeas and

nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered.

ORDER F

OR RECOGNITION O

F SEN-

ATOR M

ONTOYA TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. M

r. President,

I ask unanimous co

nsent th

at after the

two le

aders o

r their designees h

ave b

een

recognized on tomorrow under the stand-

ing order, t

he distin

guished Senator fr

om

New M

exico

 (Mr. M

ONTOYA) be 

recog-

nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

The P

RESIDING O

FFICER. W

ith

out

objection, it is so ordered.


ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING

BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous c

onsent th

at following

the recognition of Mr. MONTOYA to

mor-

row, there be a period f

or the transact

ion

of routine 

morning business 

of n

ot to

exceed 15 

minutes, with

 statements

therein 

limited to

 5 m

inutes e

ach.

The P

RESIDING OFFICER. W

ithout

objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RESUMPTION OF 

THE

UNFINISHED 

BUSINESS 

TOMOR-

ROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous c

onsent that a

t the c

on-

clusion of routine morning b

usiness on

tomorrow, th

e Senate r

esume th

e c

on-

sideration of 

the unfinished business,

S. 3000. 


The PRESIDING O

FFICER. W

ithout

objectio

n, it

 is 

so o

rdered.

-

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT A

GREEMENT

Mr. R

OBERT C. BYRD. It

 may be

advisa

ble to

 get a 

time li

mitation, if 

I

may ask 

the distin

guished chairman a

nd

ranking m

inority

 member o

f th

e Com-

mittee o

n Armed Service

s, o

n amend-

ments

 to 

the amendments by 

Mr.

MCGOVERN and M

r. PROXMIRE. Do the

Senators agree that we 

also ought t

o do

that?

Mr. STENNIS . Well, I would s

ay so

.

Thirt

y m

inutes?

Mr. ROBERT C

. B

YRD. Thirty 

min-

utes o

n each

 ? 


Mr. 

STENNIS . All r

ight.

Mr. R

OBERT C

. B

YRD. Mr. P

resid

ent,

I a

sk 

unanimous 

consent th

at 

on a

ny

amendments 

that may 

be offered t

o th

e

Mcaovern a

mendment and/or t

he Prox-

mire a

mendment, th

ere be

 a ti

me lim

ita-

tion o

n su

ch a

mendments o

f 30 

minutes,

to b

e equally d

ivided in 

accordance w

ith

the u

sual fo

rm.

CXX-1095-Part 13

EXTENSIONS O

F R

EMARKS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

according to th

e orders that have been

entered, the Senate will convene tomor-

row at the hour of 

10 a.m.

After the two leaders or their desig-

nees have been recognized under the

standing order, the Senator from New

Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA) will be recog-

nized for not to exceed 15 minutes, after

which there will be a period for the trans-

action of routine morning business of

not to exceed 15 minutes, with statements

therein  limited to 5 minutes each.

At the conclusion of routine morning

business, the Senate will resume the con-

sideration of the unfinished business, S.

3000, the military procurement author-

ization bill. The pending question at that

time will be on agreeing to the amend:

ment (No. 1347) of the Senator from

South Dakota (Mr. McGovERN),on which

there is a time limitation of 1 hour and

30 minutes; and the yeas and nays have

been ordered on that amendment.

On the disposition of the amendment

by Mr. McGovERN, the Senate will take

up the amendment (No. 1369) of the Sen-

ator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE)

having to do with an overall budget for

intelligence activities. There is a 3-hour

time limitation on that amendment, and

undoubtedly  yea and nay votes will occur

thereon. 


On the disposition of the amendment

by Mr. PROJ[MIRE, the Senate will resume

the consideration of the amendment that

has been called up today by the Senator

from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), on

which there is a time limitation of 30

minutes. The yeas and nays have been

ordered thereon, and therefore the Sen-

ate is assured of several rollcall votes on

tomorrow. Other amendments will be

called up during  the day.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

if there be no further business to co

me

before the Senate, I m

ove, in accordance

with the order previously entered, that

the Senate stand in adjournment until

10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to, and at 5:53

p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor-

row, Tuesday, June 4, 1974, at 1

0 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive n

ominations received by the

Senate J

une 3, 1974:

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSIMG AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT

Robert R

. Elliott, 

of Virginia, to be General

Counsel o

f th

e Department of Housin

g and

Urban D

evelopment, vice

 James L. M

itchell,

elevated.

INTERSTATE 

COMMERCE COMMISS ION

Robert C

oleman Gresham, of M

aryland, t

o

be an In

tersta

te C

ommerce C

ommissio

ner fo

r

17365 


a te

rm of s

even years 

expiring D

ecember 31,

1981. (Reappointment)

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISS ION

James V. Day, of M

alne, to be a F

ederal

Maritime C

ommisslner fo

r the term explring

June 30, 1979. (R

eappointment)

IN THE AIR FORCE

The followlng omcer to

 be p

laced on the

Retired List in 

the grade in

dicated under the

provlslons of Sectlon 8962, Title 10 of the

United S tates Code:

To be general

Gen. Jack J. 

Catton,  

          FR (major

general, Regular Alr Force), U.S . Air Force.

IN THE NAVT

Adm. Thomas H. Moorer, U.S . Navy,

 for

appointment to the grade of admiral, when

retired, pursuant to the provisions of 

title

10, United S tates Code, section 5233.

IN THE Návr

The following-named U.S . Alr Force cadets

to be permanent ensignß i

n the line or S taíY

Corps of the Navy, subject to the qualiñca-

tlon therefor as provided by law:

Robert R. Hood

Nathan 0. Rosenberg

The following-named (N

aval Reserve O

fñ-

cern' Training Oorps 

candidates) to b

e per-

manent enslgns tn th

e line or Stafr Corps 

of

the Navy, subject to th

e qualification there-

for as provided by law:

Michael C. Braunbeck James H. Williams, Jr.

Jeffrey J. Crews 

Vincent Papadopoli

Richard A. Davis

 

Robert W. Thompson

Charles W. Luck 

Henry B. Tomlin III

William M. Richard

William T. Ong (Naval Reserve ofñcer) to

be a permanent lieutenant in the Medical

Corps of the Navy, subject to the qualiñca-

tton therefor as provided by law.

Harmon R. Joy to be reappointed from the

temporary disability retired list as a per-

manent commander and a temporary cap-

taln ill the line of the Navy, subject to the

qualification therefor as provided by law.

The following-named U.S . Navy omcers to

be permanent commanders in the Medical

Corps in the Reserve of the U.S . Navy, sub-

ject to the qualification therefor as provided

by law:

Terre

ll D. Blanto

n

 Kenneth L. Mayes

Dona

ld R. 

Fowl

er

 

Francis W. Wachter

Donald J. Jarzynskl

Ashton L. Grayblel, U

.S . N

avy officer, to be

a temporary commander in the Medical Corps

in the Reserve of the U.S . Navy, su

bject to

the quallficatlon therefor as provided by law.

Michael W. Oehler, U.S . Naval Reserve for

temporary promotion to the grade of lieu-

tenant in the line of the U.S . Navy, subject

to the quallñcatlon therefor as p

rovided by

law.

Henry D. Haynes, U.S . Navy omcer, to be a

temporary commander in the Medical Corps

in the Reserve of the U.S . Navy, subject to

the quallficatlon therefor as provided by law.

Francis K. Moll, Jr.,

 ex-commander, U.S .

Navy, to be a permanent commander in the

Medlcal Corps in the Reserve of the U.S .

Navy, subject to the qualifcation therefor as

provided by law.

Noel C. Wilson, Jr., U.S . Navy officer, to be

a temporary commander in the Dental Corps

in the Reserve

 of t

he U.S . Navy, s

ubject t

o the

quallñcation therefor as provided by law.

William E. S train, ex-U.S . naval Reserve

omcer, to be a

 permanent commander a

nd a

temporary captain in the line (merchant

marine engineering) in th

e Reserve of the

U.S . Navy,

 subject to

 the qualification th

ere-

for as provided by law.
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